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Introduction 


MONG the great intellectual 1ssues of the nineteenth cen- 
tury inherited by the twentieth are the nature and 
import of science and of evolution For earlier genera- 

tions science and evolution challenged the established concep- 
tions of the physical world and led to profound re-evaluations 
of major social institutions. The specific battles which engaged 
lavmen and scholars during the last century have disappeared, 
but newet issues raised by science and by evolutionary process 
are with us. 

Science and scientists stand in continually changing relations 
to the state, to education, and to the everyday world of work 
and leisure, while “scientific method” itself undergoes constant 
revision and reinte:pretation, Evolution 1s perhaps less in the 
forefront of attention, stirring up public furor only when issues 
are exceedingly dramatic—as in the recent discovery of the 
Dead Sea scrolls which opens anew, for some people, the older 
battle between religious belief and historical evolution 

In the fields of science evolutionary thought continues to 
plav a major role, and within a given field different conceptions 
of evolution sometimes underlie different programs of research 
In psychology, to take one instance, the assumption that 
“Jearning”’ 1s essentially the same m all species of animals, and 
can thus be studied effectively in any one species, 1s based upon 
a particular view of evolution, and this 1s opposed by another 
in which differences between man and other animals are 
stressed. Scholars who hold this latter view—sometimes called 
“emergent evolution” —criticize its opposite number for hav- 
ing led to a stifling of a genuinely comparative psychology. 
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One of the most influential movements of post-evolutionary 
thought in America has been pragmatic philosophy, whose fore- 
most figures, among them John Dewey and George Mead, at- 
tempted to formulate conceptions of man and the world that 
would embody the revolutionary implications of science and 
evolution. Just before the turn of the century Mead followed 
Dewey to the University of Chicago. At that time and for some 
decades thereafter that institution was crowded with scholars 
busy at extending evolutionary concepts into other than bio- 
logical fields: Thorstern Veblen 1n economics, James R. Angell 
in psychology, James H Tufts in religion and ethics, Charles 
H. Judd in education, William I. Thomas in sociology, to men- 
tion but a few Mead remained at Chicago until his death tn 
1931, teaching philosophy and social psychology. Like Dewey, 
he devoted his intellectual life to interpreting the great issues 
of all life, but he was considerably less well known than Dewev 
both among the general public and in academic circles He ven- 
tured much less into the public forum and published relatively 
little 

After his death, various of his students and colleagues under- 
took a labor of love, editing his class notes and his unpublished 
writings, eventually resulting in three posthumous volumes, 
Mind, Self, and Soctety, Movements of Thought 1n the Nineteenth 
Century, and The Philosophy of the Act (respectively, 1934, 
1936, and 1938, The University of Chicago Press) A previous 
volume, Philosophy of the Present, had already been published 
in 1932. Since the appearance of these publications, and largely 
as a result of them, Mead has become recognized as a leading 
figure in the development of American pragmatism, along with 
Charles Pence, William James, and Dewey He was also a con- 
tributor to social psychology, but in this field he ts less well 
known; this 1s understandable, considering the strong trend in 
psychology away from philosophic thought and “armchair 
theorizing” during recent decades Psychologists might have 
been more receptive to Mead, also, had the conception of 
“emergent evolution” been more popular in their own field 
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vi Introduction 
Mead’s influence in social psychology appears mainly through ' 
the publications of sociologists, many of whom have been tnter- 
ested in certain problems that he dealt with at length—prob. | 
lems of self-control, role-taking, socialization of the child, and. 
the import of communication for group action 

Mead’s place as a historical figure in pragmatism itself is 
secure, while his reputation as a philosopher rests ultimately 
upon the relative status of the movement as a whole. His place 
in social psychology 1s much less secure, but paradoxically his’ 
work there 1s perhaps more original [t would be hazardous to 
predict Mead’s tole in social psychology during the next decade 
or two, since this depends in part, at least, upon the continuing 
vigor of two movements within psychology: the Freudian 
(which stresses the non-rational in opposition to Mead’s con- 
cern with rationality) and the tradition of learning psychology 
(which stems from a realist rather than a pragmatic philosophy 
and from continuity rather than emergent evolutionary poste 
lates) Should there be a swing back to emphascs upon 1ation. 
ality and the subtler aspects of communication in behavior, 
then there certainly will be a more extensive rereading and re. 
interpretation of Mead’s contributions to social psychology, 
That time may be nearing, thus the present volume of selections 
taken from the volumes earlie: published These selections have 
been otganized around Mead’s social psychology, although this 
cannot be torn without violence from the larger context of his 
philosophic thought 

The major dimensions of Mead’s thinking ate perhaps best 
grasped in relation to several intellectual antecedents, for these 
fit in and out of his pages in the guise of protagonists or allies. 
From his predecessors Mead took his basic problems, some of 
his terms, and parts of his suggested solutions. 

By the outset of the nineteenth century, natural science had 
had a shattering effect upon carlier conceptions of the universe 
and man, Scientists now worked with notions of a world of! 
matter in motion: this could not but have an effect upon philo. | 
sophic and political thought. Individualistie doctrines devel. | 
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oped which regarded the individual knower as a passive receiver 
of the physical world impinging upon his sense organs Indrvid- 
val freedom, individual autonomy, the doctrine of natural 
rights, contract, the rule of reason, atomistic theortes of group 
life. all these reflected the impact of seventeenth- and eight- 
eenth-century science 

These brands of individualistic and rationalistic philosophy 
were countered early in the century by idealistic philosophers, 
notably by the influential German Romantics. Intuition and 
faith displace reason as the cornerstone of knowledge and ac- 
tion, the passive individual in an impinging physical world 1s 
supplanted by a woild which has existence only 1n relation to 
an active agent, group, folk, spit, and collectivity take preced- 
ence over the autonomous individual, and the latet Darwinian 
revolution 1s ushered in with mystical and historical conceptions 
of change, evolution, and development. Other pre-Darwinian 
philosophers, like the Frenchman August Comte, exalt the role 
of reason in the form of science but, like the Romantics, con- 
ceive of individual action within societal contexts 

The romantic wittets had a profound influence upon Mead, 
as upon Dewey, in so far as they stressed social evolution and 
made the environment in some subtle sense dependent upon the 
acting organism But, since Mead lived after Darwin, the ro- 
mantic treatment becomes in Mead’s hands divested of its 
mysticism and ts given biological and scientific twists. Most 
important, the role of reason again 1s raised in high service to 
human action, where rationalists and political liberals had 
placed it, rather than made subordinate to faith and intuition 
Likewise the Comtean rejection of metaphysical thought and 
adulation of scientific method 1s taken over almost wholly, but 
the specific interpretation of the method—along with that of 
Comte’s rationaltstic contemporaty, J. S Mull—1s rejected in 
favor of an evolutionary and highly social inte: pretation. Mead 
also, in ways reminiscent of the French sociologist Durkheim, 


finds in Comte ammunition agaist individualistic psychologi- 
cal theories. 
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Bur it ms to Darwin and lus successors that Mead 1s most 
iebted he regatded Darwin as having provided the empirical 
underpinning fer the revolutionary but inadequate romantic 
notions of evolution The corpus of biological writing allows the 
praumatist to challenge mechanical conceptions of action and 
the world and to restate problems of autonomy, freedom, and 
mnovation 1n evolutionary and socal rathe: than mechanistic 
and individualistic terms Mead’s pragmatic devotion to reason 
prevents him from going the way of cei tain descendants of Dar- 
win— Freud, Macdougall, Veblen, and Le Bon among others— 
who stressed irrational and non-rational dete minants of human 
behavior Darwin’s work itself, in so far as it deals with man’s 
mvchology, is given an elaborate recasting by Mead Darwin’s 
treitment of expressive gestures 1s revised in the light of human 
communication, and biological evolution emetges in the top- 
most species as something new and different—a true emergent 

Among Mead’s important predecessois were those psycholo- 
wists who pursued genetic ynterests The study of child develop- 
ment, itself receiving great impetus from evolutionary wiiting, 
became focused upon the 11se of speech, thought, and self, in 
contrast to a later concern with emotional and personality de- 
velopment. Mead owes some of the focus of his work to Tarde 
and to his contemporaries, Baldwin and Cooley Later he took 
issue with the Watsonian brand of behaviorism, 1t excluded 
covert aspects of human acts as metaphysical or mental, where- 
as Mead wished to include mental activities within the orbit of 
the social act itself To indicate the extent of his agreement and 
divergence, he titled his own approach “social behaviorism ”’ 


The outlines of Mead’s philosophical system aie sketched in 
thase selections comprising Part I of this volume. In “Evolu- 
tion Becomes a General Idea” and ‘The Problem of Society,” 
Mead, the philosopher of evolution, 1s asserting the primacy 
of the evolutionary process. This process flows not only tht ough 
species but through societal organizations, the human included. 
As species disappear and evolve, so do institutions and socteties. 
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In man, evolution can be directed through intelligent action— 
itself made possible by the purely human capacity for symboli- 
zation. Science 1s the finest instance of intelligence at work and 
represents the hope of mankind for the solution of problematic 
social situations. Because of human intelligence, with its asso- 
ciated self-reflexiveness, social institutions can indefinitely take 
new forms. Like Dewey, Mead 1s saying that the Darwinian 
revolution has forever unfettered us from static conceptions of 
social organization 

This initial line of reasoning introduces us, in large scope, to 
three of Mead’s central preoccupations: (1) sctence as the in- 
strument, par excellance, for the intelligent control of environ- 
ment, physical and social; (2) the rise and function of socially 
reflexive behavior; and (3) the problem of maintaining order in 
a continuously changing social organization—that 1s, the prob- 
lem of intelligent social control. Mead’s social psychology 1s 
dominated by the second preoccupation, his social philosophy 
by the thud, while his more technical philosophical concerns 
are focused around the method of science and particularly tts 
implications for contro! over and contact with the environment 

When Mead writes about scientific method, he does so tn 
accordance with the basic pragmatic position on intelligence. 
“Intelligence”’ 1s really a verb, not a noun: it 1s an actotty which 
arises Whenever an organism encounters ambiguity in its world 
But what 1s ambiguous or problematic 1s always in relation to 
what 1s known or taken for granted This ts true for all organ- 
isms, including the scientist himself In the essay entitled ‘The 
Nature of Scientific Knowledge,’’ Mead 1s particularly inter- 
ested in relating the sctentist’s act to the larger communal con- 
text. 

It is the particular scientist who recognizes and 1s disturbed 
enough by ambiguity to wish to fashion an appropriate scien- 
tific solution What appears ambiguous to him does so because 
he is a membet of a particular society at a given time and place 
While the problem arises within the individual thinker’s ex- 
perience, he must eventually bring his solution to the commu- 
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nity for validation. In doing so, he makes a contribution, how- 
ever minute, toward changing his community. He contributes 
towaid change not merely because he has answered a vital 
question but because his answer may challenge some portion of 
that which was taken for granted in order to raise and answer 
the question im the first place Mead has here affirmed that the 
sclentist— indeed, anv human—affects his social world just be- 
cause he 1s a sentient, acting being Scientific method 1s merely 
the most effective way to incorporate continuously arising prob- 
lematic experiences into an ongoing social order. 

Mead 1s interested in the relationship of the scientist to the 
physical world as well as to the social He contends that the 
scientist 1s interested not in trying to grasp the structure of the 
world but in going after the solution of a problem “in a world 
which 1s there” Like the German Romantics, Mead makes the 
environment relational to the person, but he anchors the rela- 
tionship Aimly within community action Through the think- 
et’s problem-solving act, the wotld gets revised and “enlarged ” 
Intelligent activity does not seek to know the world but “‘undet- 
takes to tell us what we may expect to happen when we act in 
such and such a fashion ” 

The theme that mental activity 1s part of ongoing acts 1s car- 
ried one step further in “History and the Experimental Meth- 
od.” Here Mead suggests that the past—historical or otherwise 
—1s significant not in itself but only in relation to present and 
future action. There 1s no single past to be recaptured tn its pure 
essence, but a past which 1s reconstructed from within a cur- 
rent frame of reference There are thus as many pasts as there 
ure perspectives This statement of the noble office of the his- 
torian 1s simply another version of the hypothesis that remem- 
bering 1s an active process, reconstiuctive, and highly selective. 
Other psy chologists, Halbwachs and Bartlett among them, have 
investigated memory from this same point of view. What Mead 
adds 1s that remembering 1s always part of larger acts; from 
this follows his discussion of social movements and their recon- 
struction- even construction—of their own pasts. 


Introduction x1 


In ‘“The Process of Mind in Nature” a general philosophical 
treatment with social-psychological implications 1s given to re- 
lationships existing between the subject and the physical world. 
Romantic philosophy had failed because it denied the presence 
of a physical world that lay outside and preceded the organism, 
however, Mead retains the romantic idea that the organism 1s 
an active agent rather than a passive recipient of external stim- 
ult His central thesis 1s that action (“the act”) determines the 
relation between the individual and the environment. Stimul 
are encountered during the act and affect its course, and their 
function 1s misconstrued if we state othet wise then 1elation to 
the active organism. Identical stimuli are different for different 
organisms and for the same organism during different acts Per- 
ception 1s selective and occurs during action 

In addition, Mead makes action toward the self an integral 
facet af the act One takes himself into account while acting 
toward the non-self This self-reflexivity 1s dependent upon lan- 
guage and arises duting childhood as a result of participation in 
groups Mead ts thus making of human perception an exceed- 
ingly complicated activity, in which stimuli are responded to 
selectively duting the course of acts and are interpreted sym- 
bolically and with reference to self. Since acts may have con- 
siderable duration, and perception “functions in the act and all 
along the act,” the perceived enviionment 1s different by the end 
of the act from that at the beginning. some objects of perception 
have been redefined, others have dropped out as functionally 
unimportant, and new ones have arisen. These new obyects and 
redefinitions are funneled back to the groups and communities 
to which the individual belongs, for the individual’s act, and its 
incorpotated perceiving, 1s itself but a segment of the larger 
communal action In the lengthy paper titled ‘‘Stages in the 
Act,” Mead further amplifies this view of perception. As in his 
treatment of the scientist who in acting comes across ambiguity, 
and 1n handling ambiguity comes upon new definitions, Mead 
is further saying that, because the act mediates between organ- 
ism and environment, the future 1s always to some extent un- 
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certain. The very nature of the act makes life partially unpre- 
daetable and indeterminate . 

Mead’s criticism of eather positivistic conceptions of scien- 
tific method, as developed in the selection on Comte and Mill, 
“French Philosophy in the Nineteenth Century,” turns pre- 
eels on then misunderstanding of petception and the possi- 
Inhties of novelty raised by petception However, the social 
contributions of sctentific method are fully appreciated by 
Mead, and we find him noting with approval Comte’s convic- 
tion that “we must advance fiom the study of society to the 
individual rather than trom the individual to society.” This 1s 
the very theme on which Mead’s book on social psychology, 
Mind, Self, and Soctety, opens 

In the selections taken from Adind, Self, and Soctety we see 
Mead’s elaboration of the basic positions already sketched 
Nothing new 1s added except detail, but to the social psycholo- 
gist this detail 1s essential Here Mead offers us a set of concepts 
directly pertaining to crucial matters such as complex mental 
activities, self, self-control, audience, role-playing, social inter- 
action, motivation, group membership, and group functioning 

We left Mead relating perception to act; he develops this re- 
lationship further Stimult arise during the act and affect its 
course The stimult may arise in the form of the actions of 
others, whose action in turn may be a response to ours In all 
“pecies, except man, where the process 1s more complex, the 
gestures of each anumnal set off immediate answering gestures 
Ibarks, growls, movements) in the other, The entire course of 
the interaction Mead terms ‘‘the conversation of gestures ” 
This conversation can be co-operative, as among a hive of bees, 
or antayonistic, as in a dogfight. No self-consciousness need be 
attributed to the responding animals, 

Among humans the conversation 1s much more complex, for 
we typically indicate to ourselves the meanings of our own ges- 
tures This assigned meaning 1s in terms of the perspective of 
some ether petson—often the person toward whom we are di- 
rectls acting But others who are absent may be implicated in 
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our gestures; we may be acting toward them, too, and in an- 
swer to ther gestures. When our gestural meanings take on 
identical meanings to ourselves and to others, then we have the 
“significant gesture” or “‘significant symbol’ Mead hypothe- 
sizes that uuy through the verbal gesture (sounds) could man 
have become self-conscious about his gestures, but this seems 
not to be a necessary point in his argument. The important 
point 1s that typically human meaning arises during co-opera- 
tive group action. In simpler terms, we may say that every 
group develops its own system of significant symbols which are 
held 1n common by its members and around which group ac- 
tivities are organized. In so far as the members act toward and 
with reference to each other, they take each others’ perspec- 
tives toward their own actions and thus interpret and assess 
that activity 1n communal terms. Group membeiship 1s thus a 
symbolic, not a physical, matter, and the symbols which arise 
during the life of the group are, in turn, internalized by the 
members and affect their indtvidual acts. 

The symbolic conversation of gestures need not take place 
between actual persons but may occu: “inside” a single person 
Here we have thought 01 mental activity. The person magina- 
tively acts and, with the positions of significant others in mind, 
looks back at his proposed action. Mead undeilines that this in- 
ternalized conversation allows men to bring the future into the 
act, as opposed to language-less animals who must respond 
rather immediately and directly to present stimuli: Human 
thought involves the pointing-out of meanings to one’s self and 
thus requires a self-conscious actor. one who can delay overt 
action while he surveys the meanings and consequences of pro- 
posed acts in terms of others’ probable responses In the end, 
the person can put a number of responses together in unique 
combination—a very complex act indeed. This 1s Mead’s elabo- 
ration of the much simpler notion of the act-with-duration dis- 
cussed in earlier selections 

The organization of responses requires an actor who also acts 
toward himself one must be simultaneously his own subject 
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and object. Mead asks how this 1s possible, and he again an- 
awers by looking at the communicative process, What is neces- 
sary to become an object to self is that one step outside himself, 
sv te speak, and look back at himself. Mead, following numer- 
ons genetic psychologists, notes that the infant cannot do this. 
He suggests in several of his most orginal pages some general 
steps in learning to take others’ soles toward self. The most 1m- 
portant 1s when the child learns not only to assume multiple 
position vis-d-vis himself but to organize these positions into a 
ssstem. Childhood games, Mead suggests, are among the situa- 
trons in Which the child acquires the ability to do this. Thts 
veneralized system of attitudes 1s termed the “generalized 
other’ (Mead’s best-known term) 

The weneralized other 1s societv’s representative in the indi- 
vidual. In the absence ot others, the individual can yet organize 
his behavior with regard to his conception of their related atti- 
tudes, Hence the generalized other is closely linked, in Mead’s 
discussion, both with self-control and with social control 

Mead says this in yet anothe: way by setting the “‘me”’ over 
against the “1” as two responding sides of the self. The ‘‘me’’ 1s 
the controlling, limiting, societal side of the person The “I” is 
the impulsive side of behavior, upon which the “‘me’’ makes a 
judgment after the person acts—immeduately atter, or long 
after, or many times after. The “I” 1s never completely pre- 
dictable, one may surprise one’s self Hence it is the “I” which 
introduces novelty and creativeness into the situation Actton 
which surprises self can be exciting as well as disturbing Like 
the scientist’s new solution, 1t can change what formerly was 
taken for granted Consistentl,, Mead asserts that this novel 
behavior, and its assessment, occurs within large social con- 
texts and reacts back upon those contexts. Everyone makes 
some contribution toward changing his community 

This socialized individualism 1s pursued further by Mead. In- 
sutar as each individual participates m different groups, or par- 
ticrpates in identical groups in different ways, it follows that no 
man’s “me's” are identical with any other man’s. This gives 
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ample leeway for an emphasis upon individuality within 
worlds of common symbolization In the sections dealing more 
specifically with society, the relationships between indtvidual 
and :deal communality are further discussed, although with less 
originality than in the passages on mind and self, 


In the Introduction to Mind, Self, and Soctety, Charles Mor- 
1is remarked> “In many ways the most secure and imposing 
result of pragmatic activity to date has been its theory of in- 
telligence and mind... The development and elaboration of 
this theory defines the lifelong activity ot George H. Mead.” 
To this pragmatic theory of mind (and self) Mead added de- 
tails and great depth. Currently, his writings give philosophic 
dimenston to the more strictly psychological and biological 
treatments of emergent evolution, elaborated by comparative 
psychologists like T. S. Schneirrla Mead’s writing offers a clear 
alternative to psychological theories based upon individualistic 
assumptions, principally through his insistence that individual 
acts are patt of larger communal acts In one way his stand 1s 
much like that of students of social organization (who also 
repudiate individualistic assumptions), but in another way it 1s 
not. Mead pictures soctal structures as somewhat less organized 
than do most sociologists and anthropologists Mead’s insist- 
ence on the centrality of language in the human act implies also 
a radically different view of motivation from that held by most 
social psychologists His symbolic approach prepares the way 
for a sociologically o11tented motivational theory akin to that 
developed by Kenneth Burke and C. Wright Mills 

Toward the elaboration of a theory of childhood development 
Mead has little to offer—he 1s here no competitor to Sigmund 
Freud or Harry Stack Sullivan—but, again, his concern with 
such matters as language and the “generalized other” provide 
a framework for a certain kind of developmental account. Who- 
ever stresses “‘levels”’ of conceptual or language development— 
as do psychologists as different as Jean Piaget and Heinz 
Werner—will carry out the kind of investigation implicit in 


Mead’s approach 
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The recent awakened interest of psvchologists in problems 
of self and ego has not been attected greatly by Mead’s discus- 
sin of these problems, perhaps because his assumptions differ 
from thes Ils / and Afe, for instance, although superficially 
similar to Freud’s /d and Superego, represent quite a different 
tormulation of the relations of man to society and man to bio. 
logical natwe, and there is in Mead no trace of speculation 
about basic human drives toward self-consistency or self. 
realization. 

Although social psychology has already moved, in some 
(liteetions, quite beyond Mead, there 1s a great deal in his writ 
ing that 15 exciting, He ts in no sense dated: neither 1s anything 
he wrate to be taken as more than hypothesis—he would not 
have wished it otherwise himself There have been attempts to 
draw out of Mead’s work very specific implications for empiri- 
cal testing, but this has not proved very effective, at least as 
vet The common complaint against Mead 1s, 1n fact, that it 1s 
dificult to cast his general statements into operational forms 
so that they can be tested, and so 1ejected or revised. The truth 
of the matter seems to be that Mead offers us not so much spe- 
cific hypotheses, or even a theory, as a rather abstract frame of 
reference, This, 1f taken setsously and consistently, would force 
questions and suggest lines of investigation that no other com- 
peting point of view forces or suggests So approached, we be- 
eve that Mead will provide a nich source of ideas. 
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EVOLUTION BECOMES A GENERAL IDEA 


ASSING as we have from Kant over to the Roman- 

tic idealists, we proceed from a conception of static forms 

which are originally given, and which serve as the whole 
basis of Kant’s transcendental philosophy, to an idea of the de- 
velopment of the forms through a process, an evolutionary proc- 
ess Kant conceived of the basic forms of the world as being 
given in the character of the mind itself The forms of space and 
time—given in the sensibility, the forms of the understanding— 
given in the categories, and the forms of the reason, all there are 
in advance of experience. If the object, as such, arises under 
Kant’s doctrine, 1t 1s because of certain contents of the sensi- 
bility passing into these forms That is what makes 1t an ob- 
ject It is not an object for our cognitive experience unless 1t 
has these forms that give it its reality Sensuous experience it- 
self, unless 1t takes on some form, has no meanirtg, no reality; it 
cannot be known except in so far as the experiences have some 
form And in the Kantian doctrine, the form 1s given in ad- 
vance This ts what Kant expressed in terms of the “tran- 
scendental logic,” the term “transcendental” meaning the logical 
pre-existence of the form to the object. This concept, you see, 
belongs to pre-evolutionary days. The logical pre-existence of 
the form to the object cannot be stated in terms of process, 
therefore 1t falls outside of evolutionary ideas In order that 
there might be an object there, Kant, as over against the empiti- 
cists, said that the form must be there originally, in advance 
The latter undertook to show how an object might arise out of 
the mere association of different states of consciousness Kant 
insisted that, in order for there to be an object, the form must 
be there first. 
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But the Romantic tdealists changed all that For them, the 
forms arose in the very process of experience, in the process of 
overcoming antinomies, overcoming obstacles. We are responsi- 
ble for the forms. In other words, we have, in experience, not a 
pouring of the characters of our sensibility—colors, sounds, 
tastes, odors—into certain fixed forms, but a process of experi- 
ence in which these very forms arise. Logic, as the romanticists 
conceived of it, was a dynamic, not a static, affair—not a simple 
mapping-out of judgments which we can make because of the 
forms which the mind possesses, but a process in which these 
very forms themselves arise. . 

The process of experience, according to these tdealists, creates 
its own forms. Now this has a very abstruse sound, of course; 
but what 1 want to call your attention to 1s that it is nothing 
but an abstract statement of the principle of evolution. These 
Romantic idealists were undertaking tn the field of philosophi- 
cal speculation what Darwin and Lamarck were undertaking in 
the field of organic phenomena at the same period. What the 
Romantic idealists, and Hegel in particular, were saying, was 
that the world evolves, that reality itself is in a process of evo- 
lution 

This was a different point of view from that which char- 
acterized the Renaissance science of which I have previously 
spoken. This Renaissance science started off with just as simple 
elements as 1t could It started with mass and motion. And 
Newton defined “mass” first as a quantity of matter, but, as 
that involved a conception of density and there was no way of 
telling sust how dense your matter was, he had to get another 
definition And he found it in terms of inertia, that is, the re 
sponse which a body offers to a change of state in either its rest 
or its motion. If you want to measure the mass of a body, you 
measure its inertia You see how much force 1s necessary to set 
it going, and so forth. And in that way you measure its mass, 
so that mass is really measured in terms of accelerations, that 
is, accelerations that you add to motions of a body We come 
back to these simple conceptions of mass and motion, but we 
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really define our mass in terms of certain sorts of motion, that 
is, velocities, accelerations With these very simple conceptions 
the physicist undertook to build up a theory of the world. New- 
ton gave the simple laws of mass and motion, and then, on the 
basis of mathematics, worked out an entire mechanics, which up 
to within a very short time has been the classical theory of the 
physical world. On the basis of this physical theory, there is 
just so much motion; there is just so much mass, there is just 
so much energy tn the universe. When the system was more 
fully worked out, as 1t was in the nineteenth century, the prin- 
ciples of the conservation of energy were added to those of New- 
ton, although they were implied in his system anyway. 

Now, such a world as this 1s made up simply of physical par- 
ticles 1n ceaseless motion, Thats all there 1s to1t We speak of 
the different objects about us—trees, houses, rivers, mountains 
—all varied, all part of the infinite variety of nature—but what 
this science does 1s to break them up into ultimate physical par- 
ticles, molecules, atoms, electrons, and protons The object 1s 
nothing but a congertes of these, and, as already stated, the re- 
lationship between the particles in one object and in another 
object are Just as real and just as important as the relations 
found between the particles within any single object itself For 
you, the tree is something that exists by itself When it has been 
cut down, it 1s so much lumber. The stump continues to exist 
as a thing by itself And yet, from the point of view of mechant- 
cal science, the relationship between atoms and electrons in 
the stump of the tree with those 1n the star Sirius 1s just as real 
as the relations existing between the electrons in the trunk 
of the tree The trunk is not an object there because of the 
physical definition that you give to it, Every field of force 
that surrounds every electron 1s related to every other field of 
force in the whole universe We cut our objects out of this 
world. The mechanical world reduces to a mass of physical 
particles in ceaseless motion, So far as such a world can be said 
to have any process of 1ts own, it 1s that which 1s represented in 
the term “entropy.” 
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With the appearance of steam engines, people tried to work 
out the theory of them And a Frenchman, Sadi Carnot, had 
the happy idea of thinking of the heat which was responsible for 
the formation of steam as flowing down hill through different 
degrees of temperature When the steam was hot, 1ts expansive 
power was great, and then, as it lost heat, 1t lost 1ts power to ex- 
pand As 1¢ flowed down the hill of temperature, it lost its 
power Of course, energy 1s not lost in the universe It 1s just 
dispatched into surrounding objects Thus, Carnot was able to 
work out a theory of steam engines which hinged upon this 
knowledge of energy flowing down a temperature hill. You put 
your qston rod into this stream and it will work the engine, 
but when it is at the bottom of the hill, 1t can do no more work 
The mill cannot be turned by water that has passed. Well, now, 
this presented a picture of the whole universe as Just a congertes 
of atoms in the sort of motion that was called ‘“‘heat”’ If you 
set any sort of motion going, you know that you use up eneigy 
by friction in some way or other—that you produce heat The 
whole universe seems to be running down toward a condition 
in which this motion will be evenly distributed through the en- 
tire universe. All manifestations of energy are due to the fact 
that they are on high levels, so to speak; but, given time 
cnough, In the course of millions of years, everything will get 
evened out and all the particles will be in a faitly quiescent con- 
dition, with a slight, even motion of a Brownian sort distributed 
throughout the whole universe That 1s the conception of en- 
tropy. That 1s the goal of the universe, 1f 1t has one, in which 
there will be some kind of energy evenly distributed throughout 
We can be very thankful that we do not exist at that time Of 
course, we could not exist then in any meaningful sense. That 
mechanical conception which sctence presents has no future—or 
avery dark one, at best Not dark in the sense of catastrophies, 
for those are always exciting, but dark in the very monotony of 
the picture The conception of entropy 1s anything but exciting 
Such a universe would answer only to an infinite sense of ennu 

The scientific conception, the mechanical conception, of the 
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world did not seem to be one that gave any explanation to the 
form of things. As I have said, science does not Justify us in tak- 
ing a tree, a plant, an animal, a house, as separate objects by 
themselves. As we know, from the scientific standpoint there 1s 
no difference between life and death—simply a shifting of ener- 
gies, From the scientific standpoint, the forms of things have 
no real significance Of course, if you start off with a certain 
thing, given a certain form, you can use scientific technique to 
analyze it, but your abstract mechanical science, that to which 
Newton gave form, does not account for any object, does not 
account for the acceptance of one object rather than another. 
It was Kant who took the first step toward a theory of the 
heavenly bodies. He was very devoted to the mechanical 
science of his period, but hfs imagination carried him a step 
farther, and he tried to concerve how the present form of 
the heavens might have arisen out of earlier forms His state- 
ment was one that really got its scientific formulation in La- 
place’s conception of the solar system as a great nebula, 1n- 
tensely hot to begin with, and which gradually cooled down 
Kant had to assume a whirling nebula which cooled down and 
resulted in a series of rings moving about the center as 1t con- 
densed, gradually developing into a system of bodies of un- 
specific form The velocity of the bodies on the outside of the 
system would keep them from moving tn toward the center, and 
out of these rings the planets would arise That 1s the sugges- 
tion which Laplace took from Kant and made into an expla- 
nation of the way in which the solar system arose. This was 
the first step toward a theory of the evolution of the heavens 
But what I now want to present 1s something different from 
this picture which mechanical science gives of the universe It 
1g an attempt to state an object in a certain form, and to show 
how that form might arise If you think of it, that is the title 
of Darwin’s book, The Origin of Species, “species” being nothing 
but the Latin word for form What 1s the origin of these forms 
of things* Mechanical science does not offer any explanation of 
them Anyway, from the point of view of mechanical science, 
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the form has no meaning All that this science says about a 
particular form 1s that in referrmg to a certain object you are 
isolating a certain group of physical particles, taking them off 
by themselves. Really, they are related to all physical parti- 
cles. But the universe that we know is more than particles. 
It 1s a world of forms. Now, the question is, where do these 
forms come from? Certain of the principal forms, Kant said, 
come from the very structure of our own minds. The theology 
of the period said the forms of animals and plants go back to 
a creative fiat of God. He gave the earth 1ts form and all the 
stellar bodies their forms and their motions, as well as those 
of the plants and animals on them. And that, of course, was 
the point from which the descriptive sciences of the time—bi- 
ology, botany, and zoology—-started. They assumed species of 
plants and animals which had been created by God when he 
made the earth. 

What Darwin undertook to show was that some of these 
forms must concetvably have arisen through natural processes 
But how could the forms as such have arisen? Mechanica] sci- 
ence could not explain them, because, from the point of view of 
mechanical science, form does not exist, There are only two ob- 
jects—one the world as a whole, and the other the ultimate 
physical particles out of which it 1s made. All the other so-called 
“objects” are objects that our perception cuts out That is, we 
distinguish the chair from the table and ignore the relations be- 
tween them because we want to move them about, we want to 
sit on the one and write on the other For our purposes, then, 
we distinguish them as separate objects. Actually, they attract 
each other as physical particles, parts of a single, all inclusive 
electromagnetic field. The forms are not explained by the me- 
chanical science of the period. The biological and other sciences 
-~such as cosmology, astronomy—all explained certain forms 
which they found, in so far as they did account for them, by 
saying that they were there to begin with. And even Kant as- 
sumes that the forms of the mind are there to begin with. 

Now the movement to which I am referring, under the term 
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“theory of evolution,” is one which undertakes to explain how 
the forms of things may arise. Mechanical science cannot ex- 
plain that. It can break up forms, analyze them into physical 
particles; but 1t cannot do more than that Biological science 
and astronomical science both start with certain forms as given 
For example, Laplace’s conception ts of rapidly revolving, hot 
nebular bodies which were present to start with Biological sci- 
ence started with certain living forms, geology, with definite 
types and forms of rocks. These sciences classify things in ac- 
cordance with the forms that are found But they do not gen- 
erally undertake to show how the forms arise. There is, of 
course, the science of the growing form, embryology But this 
is a recent science It accounts for the way in which the adult 
arises out of the embryo The older theory of biology assumed 
the form already there; it even conceived of a complete man as 
given in the very cells from which the form of the embryo de- 
veloped. The assumption was that the form was there as a pre- 
condition of what one finds This 1s Aristotelian science. It 1s 
also essentially Kantian. We have seen how we conceived of the 
forms of the mind as given as the precondition of our experience. 

Now, Lamarckian and Darwinian evolution undertook to 
show how, by a certain process, forms themselves might come 
into being, might arise. Starting with the relatively formless, 
how could one account for the appearance of forms? Lamarck 
started with the hypothesis that every activity of the form al- 
tered the form itself, and the form then handed on the change 
to the next generation As a picturesque example, assume that 
the progenitors of the giraffe wanted, or had, to feed off the 
leaves of trees, and so stretched their necks. They handed this 
stretched neck on to their longer-necked offspring The inher 
tance of so-called “acquired characteristics’ was Lamarck’s 
suggestion to account for the appearance of forms He assumed, 
as did Darwin, that you start with relatively formless proto- 
plasm, and he went on to show the process by measts of which 
forms might arise from that which was relatively formless. 

In the previous chapter we were discussing Romantic 1deal- 
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ism, and we pointed out that it was a development or an ex. 
pression of the spirit of evolution, of the definite entrance of the 
idea of evolution into Western thought Indeed, we spoke of 
Hegel's philosophy as a “philosophy of evolution ” This highly 
abstruse speculative movement 1s simply a part of this general 
movement toward the discovery of the way in which the forms 
of things arise, of origins As a scientific undertaking, it was not 
helped out by the physical science of the tume It had to make 
its own way, and chis it did to an amazing extent In later gen- 
erations it became a guiding idea in practically all investiga. 
tions. 

I mentioned earlier the distinction between the conception of 
evolution that belonged to the older, the ancient thought, that 
which got its classical expression in the Aristotelian doctrine, 
and the evolutionary theory of this period. The Atistotelian 
evolution was the development of the so-called “form,” the na- 
ture of the thing which was already present It presupposed the 
existence of the form as something that was there In this con- 
ception a metaphysical entity was thought of which existed in 
and directed the development of the form The species— 
which 1s the Latin word for the Greek term “form”—was ac- 
tually conceived of as a certain nature that supervised the 
development of the seed of the embryo into the normal adult 
form. Under the conception of Christian theology this form was 
thought of as existing first in the mind of God, then as appearing 
in the plants and animals and various other objects that he cre- 
ated, and finally as arising in our minds as concepts The form, 
however, was not thought of exactly in the Aristotelian sense as 
existing in advance, as being an entelechy, the nature of the 
object existing in advance of the actual ammal or plant. 

The difference between that conception of evolution and the 
modern conception 1s given, as ] have already pointed out, 1n 
the very title of Darwin's book, The Origin of Spectes, that 1s, 
the origin of forms It1s an evolution of the form, of the nature, 
and not an evolution of the particular animal or plant. What 
this theory 1s interested in ts the evolution of the nature of the 
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object, of the form, in a metaphysical sense It 1s this which 
distinguishes the later theory of evolution from the former, 
namely, that the actual character of the object, the form or the 
nature itself, should arise instead of being given. 

As you may remember, Darwin got the suggestion for his 
hypothesis from Malthus’ doctrine of population This was an 
attempt to show the relationship which exists between popula- 
tion and the food supply, and what effect this relationship may 
have on the future of the race Of course, Malthus’ statement 
was greatly disturbed by the introduction of machine produc- 
tion, this upset many of his calculations, if not the theory as a 
whole. Yet, it is interesting as an attempt to state in definite 
ways what the experience of the race will be in the light of a 
single factot 1n 1ts environment, that 1s, the food supply 

Darwin became very much interested in this problem, and 1t 
led him to undertake to explain certain variations which take 
place in forms as being due to the pressure of population, In 
nature there are always more forms born into the world, more 
plants and annals, than can possibly survive There 1s a con- 
stant pressure which would lead to the selection of those vart- 
ants which are better adapted to the conditions under which 
they must live This process of the culling-out of these better- 
adapted forms would, in time, lead to the appearance of new 
forms. What lies back of this conception 1s the idea of a process, 
a life-process, that may take now one, and now another, form 
The thing of importance 1s that there 1s a distinction made be- 
tween this life-process and the form that it takes This was not 
true of the earlier conception Init, the life-process was thought 
of as expressed in the form, the form had to be there in order 
that there might be life 

The idea of which I have just spoken I have referred to as 
Darwinian The same idea lies back of the conception of La- 
marck He assumes a life-process which may appear in one form 
or another, but which is the same process whatever form it takes 
on. The particular form which it does assume depends upon the 
conditions within which this life-process 1s run. Thus we find 
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the same fundamental Itfe-process in plants and in animals—in 
the amoeba, in man, and in every form between. It 1s a process 
that starts in the separation of carbon and oxygen. These two, 
in the form of carbon dioxide, exhaled by animals as a by-prod- 
uct of the assimilation of food, are found in water solution in 
plants as carbonic acid Through the mediation of the action 
of chlorophyl cells and light this eventually becomes food, in 
the form of various sugars and starches. These starches are 
then carried to tissues that expend eneigy, that burn up and set 
free energy in the life of plant or animal, get rid of waste prod- 
ucts, set up the means of reproduction, and so pass on from one 
plant or anima! to another, from one generation to another, 
The essentials of that life-process are the same in all living 
forms We find it in unicellular forms, in multicellular forms 

The only difference is that in the case of the latter we find a 
differentiation of tissues to carry out various functions; we find 
different groups of cells that take up one of the phases of the 
life-process and specialize in that—the lungs take in air, oxygen; 
another group of cells becomes the means of the circulation of 
the blood, others take over the functions of ingestion, of loco- 
motion, of secreting fluids that make digestion and reproduc- 
tion possible In other words, separate groups of cells carry on 
different parts of the life-process The whole process, however, 
1s the same as that which goes on in unicellular forms That, you 
see, 1s involved in this conception of evolution—a life-process 
that flows through different forms, taking on now this form, now 
that. The cell, as a single entity in the whole, remains funda- 
mentally what it was in the unicellular form All living cells 
bathe in some fluid medium, those cells on the outside of us are 
dead. Living cells are those which are bathed in the fluids of the 
body, such as the blood or lymph. They are the only ones which 
are alive, and they carry over into the body some of the original 
sea from which our orginal unicellular existence migrated 

These cells went from the surface to the bottom, and there mul- 
ticellular forms arose. From the bottom of the sea to man, they 
had to bring this precious fluid in which alone cells can live. 
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This was first found in plants. And animals then came and lived 
upon the plants; but the life-process has flowed through all, and 
remains the same life-process. 

Given such a conception as this, it is possible to conceive of 
the form of the plant or the animal as arising in the existence of 
the life-process itself. It ts very important that we should get 
the conception of evolution that 1s involved in it and distinguish 
it from the earlier conception, especially if we are to understand 
the appearance of this conception in its philosophic form. We 
are concerned with a theory which involves a process as its 
fundamental fact, and then with this process as appearing in 
different forms. 

Now, the Romantic idealists, who first developed a philoso- 
phy of evolution, came back, of course, to our experience of our- 
selves-—that reflexive experience in which the individual real- 
izes himself in so far as, 1n some sense, he sees himself, hears 
himself. He looks in the glass and sees himself; he speaks and 
hears himself It 1s the sort of situation in which the individual 
is both subject and object But in order to be both subject and 
object, he has to pass from one phase to another. The self in- 
volves a process that is going on, that takes on now one form 
and now another—a subject-object relationship which 1s dynam- 
ic, not static, a subject-object relationshtp which has a process 
behind it, one which can appear now 1n this phase, now 1n that. 

To get the feeling for this Romantic idealism, one must be 
able to put himself in the position of the process as determin- 
ing the form And 1t 1s for this reason that I have said what I 
have in regard to evolution, That does not get us as deep into 
our experience as the subject-object relationship does. Logical- 
ly, 1t 1s of the same character, namely, a process in this case, a 
life-process, going on that takes now one form and now another. 
The process can be distinguished from the form; yet it takes 
place within the different forms The same apparatus for di- 
gestion has to be there; the same apparatus for expiration, for 
circulation, for the expenditure of energy, have to be there for 
the hfe-process to go on, and yet this life-process may appear 
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now with this particular apparatus and now with that. In your 
thought you can distinguish the process from the form And yet 
you can see that there must be forms if the process 1s to take 
place. We have spoken of the unicellular animal as having no 
form in that sense That statement 1s not entirely correct. We 
know that there 1s a high degree of organization of molecular 
structure in the cell itself We can follow 1t out in a vague sort 
of way. There is also structure there You cannot have a proc- 
ess without same sort of a structure, and yet the structure 1s 
simply something that expresses this process asit takes place now 
im one animal and now tn another, or in plants as over against 
animals ‘That life-process that starts off with carbon dhoxide, 
with water and carbonic gas, goes on through plant and animal 
life and ends up as carbon dioxide, in the cai bonic acid gas and 
water that we breathe out That process 1s something we can 
isolate from the different organs in which it takes place, and 
yet it could not take place without some sort of organ We can 
separate the process from particular organs by recognizing them 
in one or another animal, in one or another plant But we could 
not have the process if there were not some structure given, 
some particular form in which 1t expresses itself. 

If, then, one is to make a philosophy out of this evolutionary 
movement, one must recognize some sort of process within 
which the particular form arises In the biological world this 
process 1s a life-process, and it can be definitely isolated as the 
same process 1n all living forms, because in the scientific de- 
velopment of physics and chemistry, as well as of physiology, 
we are able to find out what this life-process 1s, that is, to think 
of the life-process apart from the particular form in which it 
goes on—to separate, in other words, such a function as the 
digestive process from the digestive tract itself, to be able to 
realize that the ferments essential to digestion, the breaking- 
down of starches and proteins through these ferments, and the 
organization, the synthesis, of these into organic products which 
the animal can assimilate, goes on in the amoeba, which has no 
digestive tract at all, The importance of the digestive tract 1s 
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dependent upon the life of the particular group of cells that go 
to make up an animal The problem presented to the animal 
form is the conversion of edible protoplasm, which 1s found 1n 
plants, into an assimilable form. The plant had to protect its 
fluid by cellulose. In order to get at the fluid, the animal has 
to be able to digest away the cellulose Such an animal as the 
ox has to have a very complicated apparatus within ttself; it 
sets up a whole series of bacteriological laboratories and brings 
into them microorganisms that set up ferments to get rid of the 
cellulose that surrounds the edible protoplasm 1n 1ts food. The 
digestive tract of the animal is, then, an adaptation to the sort 
of food which these living cells feed upon The animal has to 
have a structure which will enable it to get at the edible proto- 
plasm itself. On the other hand, the tiger, which lives on the ox, 
has a rather simple assimilative problem on his hands The ox 
has done the work, and the tiger can feed on his flesh. Of course, 
we are in the position of the tiger, except that we take the ox 
from the stockyards! The point 1s that our digestive system, 
like that of the tiger, can be much more simple than the ox’s 
Our whole life-process 1s not devoted to digesting away cellulose 
that surrounds food. 

This indicates the way in which the form arises, so to speak, 
within the life-process itself The form is dependent upon the 
conditions under which the life-process goes on. It is the same 
process, but it meets all sorts of difficulties. It has to have a par- 
ticular apparatus in order that 1t may meet each of these up- 
cropping difficulties. Such a life-process as this, which 1s the 
same in all these forms, was entirely unknown to the ancient 
physiologist. He could look at the animal only from the out- 
side. He could see what were the function of the mouth and the 
feet, of the various limbs and external organs; but he could not 
get inside the animal and discover this process that was flowing 
on, that was taking on these different outer forms as the plant 
or animal needed a certain apparatus to enable it to live under 
certain conditions It 1s essential to science and to the phuloso- 
phy of evolution that it should recognize as basic to all a certain 
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process that takes place, and then that 1¢ should undertake to 
show the way tn which the forms of things arise in the operation 
of this process. 

The question as to whether a Darwinian or Lamarckian hy- 
pothesis is to be accepted 1s not really of such great impor- 
tance, The wmportant thing about the doctrine of evolution is 
the recognition that the process takes now one form and now 
another, according to the conditions under which tt 1s going on 
That 1s the essential thing. One must be able to distinguish the 
process from the structure of the particular form, to regard the 
latter as being simply the organ within which a certain function 
takes place. If the conditions call for a certain type of organ, 
that organ must arise if the form 1s to survive. If conditions call 
for an organ of another sort, that other sort of organ must arise. 
That is what is involved in the evolutionary doctrine The ac- 
ceptance of the Darwintan hypothesis is simply the acceptance 
of Darwin’s view that selection under the struggle for existence 
would pick out the organ which 1s necessary for survival. The 
heart of the problem of evolution is the recognition that the 
process will determine the form according to the conditions 
within which it goes on If you look at the life-process as some- 
thing which is essenttal in all forms, you can see that the outer 
structure which it takes on will depend upon the conditions 
under which this life-process runs on. 

Now, if you generalize this, make a philosophic doctrine out 
of 1t, you come back to some central process which takes place 
under different conditions; and the Romantic idealists under- 
took to identify this process, first of all, with the self-not- 
self process in experience, and then to identify this self-not-self 
process with the subject-object process. They undertook to 
make these one and the same The subject-object relationship 
is, from the philosophical standpoint, and especially from the 
epistemological standpoint, the more fundamental one. But the 
self looms up very importantly here, as you can see, for 1t 1s a 
self that 1s a subject. As I pointed out above, the object was in 
some sense explained by the empincist. If you are to put the 
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object into the subject-object process, you have to find a subject 
that is involved in the presence of the object. The old doctrine 
assumed that the world was there and that human beings later 
came into it. In other words, according to this view, the object 
was there before the subject. The appearance of the subject 
seems to have been purely accidental, incidental. The object 
might just as well be there without the subject being there But, 
what the Romantic tdealists insisted upon is that you cannot 
have an object without a subject You can see very well that 
you cannot have a subject without an object, that you cannot 
have a consciousness of things unless there are things there of 
which to be conscious. You cannot have bare consciousness 
which 1s not consciousness of something. Our experience of the 
self is one which is an experience of a world, of an object. The 
subject does involve the object in order that we may have con- 
sciousness, But we do not as inevitably recognize that the sub- 
ject is essential to there being an object present. According to 
our scientific conception, the world has arisen through millions 
of years, only in the last moments of which have there been any 
living forms; and only in the last second of these moments have 
there been any human forms. The world was there long before 
the subjects appeared What the Romantic idealist does 18 to 
assume that for these objects to be present there must be a sub- 
ject. In one sense this might be said to be reflecting the philo- 
sophical dogma that the world could not be present unless 
created by a conscious being. But this problem is something 
more profound than a philosophical dogma Itis the assumption 
that the very existence of an object, as such, involves the exist- 
ence of a subject to which it 1s an object. 

Well, if we are to find an instance of that in which the object 
involves a subject, as well as the subject involving an object, we 
can come back to the self. The self can exist as a self only in so 
far as it 1s a subject And significant objects can exist only as 
objects for a subject. We can see that the self-process of the 
Romantic idealists—this fusion of the two phases of experience, 
the self-expertence on the one hand and the subject-object ex- 
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perience on the other hand—was one which enabled them to in- 
sist not only that the subject involved an object but also that 
the object involved a subject. This, then, was the central proc. 
ess for them: the self, the not-self, are expressions of a single 
process, and in this also 1s found the subject-object relationship 
in which both terms are always mutually involved Just as there 
can be no self without a not-self, so there can be no subject 
without an object, and vice versa. 

One more word about evolution. We have a statement of the 
human animal as having reached a situation in which he gets 
control over his environment. Now, it is not the human animal 
as an individual that reaches any such climax as that; 1t is so- 
ciety. This point is cogently insisted upon by Hegel, the last of 
the Romantic idealists. The human animal as an individual 
could never have attained control over the environment. [tis 4 
control which has arisen through social organization. The very 
speech he uses, the very mechanism of thought which 1s given, 
are social products His own self is attained only through his 
taking the attitude of the social group to which he belongs. He 
must become socialized to become himself. So when you speak 
of this evolution, of its having reached a certain climax in 
human form, you must realize that it reaches that point only in 
so far as the human form is recognized as an organic part of the 
social whole. Now, there 1s nothing so social as science, nothing 
so universal Nothing so rigorously oversteps the points that 
separate man from man and groups from groups as does science 
There cannot be any narrow provincialism or patniotism 1n sct- 
ence. Scientific method makes that impossible. Science is in- 
evitably a universal discipline which takes in all who think. It 
speaks with the votce of all rational beings It must be true 
everywhere, otherwise it 1s not scientific, But science ts evolu- 
tionary Here, too, there 1s a continuous process which 1s 
taking on successively different forms. It is this evolutionary 
aspect of science which is important in the philosophy of the 
contemporary French philosopher, Henri Bergson, whose work 
we will consider later 


IT 


THE PROBLEM OF SOCIETY—HOW WE 
BECOME SELVES 


HAT I have wanted to make evident in the last few 
chapters is that science itself has been advancing at 
a great rate and has become conscious of its experi- 
mental method, which latter seemingly has been the source of 
its advance It has been natural that philosophy should take 
these phases of the scientific advance as a basis for its interpre- 
tation of life, for science, as we know, 1s not a thing which exists 
by itself, even though 1t uses abstruse mathematical methods 
Tt 1s an instrument by means of which mankind, the com- 
munity, gets control over its environment. It 1s, in one sense, 
the successor to the early magic that undertook to control its 
environment by magical methods, It 1s a means of control. 
Science 1s something that enters into all the minutiae of life, We 
cannot brush our teeth without it. We cannot eat or drink 
without science coming 1n to tell us what should be eaten, what 
vitamins in the upper part of the alphabet ought to be used, 
haw they can be obtained in the orange juice and the spinach 
that is on the menu. It tells us how to blow our noses and indt- 
cates with whom we may shake hands and whom we should 
avoid There is hardly a point in life at which science does not 
tell something about the conduct that is an essential part of our 
ving. It 1s, in a way, independent of the community, of the 
community life. It goes on in separate institutions, in unrversi- 
ties thar cloister themselves from the community, under sepa- 
rate foundations that demand that this work shall be entirely 
free so that the scientist may entertain whatever view he cares 
to hold, use whatever methods he has worked out. The scientist 
demands a freedom 1n his operations which 1s greater than that 
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which anyone else in the community can demand. He seems to 
stand outside the community, and yet, as I have said, his state. 
ments, the directions which he gives, enter into the whole 
minutiae of social life. Society is feeling its dependence upon 
scientific method more and more, and will continue to do so if 
it 18 to go ahead intelligently. The control over community life 
in the past has been a control of situations. The control, as 
such, has been almost inevitably conservative. It has preserved 
orders which have established themselves as social habits that 
we call ‘institutions’ A conscious social control has taken on 
this form: The law must be obeyed; the constitution must be 
honored; the various institutions such as the family, school, 
courts, must be recognized and obeyed; the order which has 
come down to us ts an order which is to be preserved. And, 
whenever the community 1s disturbed, we always find this re- 
turn to the fixed order which is there, and which we do not want 
to have shaken. It 1s entirely natural and, in a certain sense, 
entirely justifiable. We have to have an order of society, and, 
if what is taking place shakes that order, we have no evidence 
that we will get another order to take the place of the present 
one. We cannot afford to let that order go to pieces. We must 
have it as a basis for our conduct 

The first step consciously taken in advance of this position 
is that which grew out of the French Revolution, that which in 
a certain sense incorporated the principle of revolution into in- 
stitutions. That 1s, when you set up a constitution and one of 
the articles in it 1s that the constitution may be changed, then 
you have, in a certain sense, incorporated the very process of 
revolution into the order of society. Only now it is to be an or- 
dered, a constitutional revolution by such and such steps. But, 
in any case, now you can change the order of things as 1t is 
going on 

That 1s the problem of society, is1t not? How can you present 
order and structure in society and yet bring about the changes 
that need to take place, are taking place? How can you bring 
those changes about in orderly fashion and yet preserve order? 
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To bring about change 1s seemingly to destroy the given order, 
and yet society does and must change That 1s the problem, to 
incorporate the methods of change into the order of society 1t- 
self I do not mean to say that society has not always recognized 
that change could take place, but it did not undertake to find 
a process by means of which this should go on It simply as- 
sumed that change was going to take place toward some fixed 
goal. If you are going to have a society 1n which everyone 1s 
going to recognize the interests of everybody else—for example, 
in which the golden rule ts to be the rule of conduct, that 1s, 
a society in which everyone 1s to make the interests of others 
his own interest, while actually each person seems to be pur- 
suing his own interest—how can that goal be reached’ It was 
assumed, of course that this was to be done through a religious 
current, through a change in the heart of the individual. But 
in the Jast analysis that goal was to be reached in the world 
to come, not in this one That was the religious solution The 
order we find is one given by God for this world and must be 
preserved The final perfect society was to be a New Jerusalem 
that belonged to another world The religious goal was one of 
otherworldliness. We have other conceptions, councils of per- 
fection set up, such as that of a society in which you should 
bring liberty in the sense of everyone’s respecting the rights of 
everyone else, one’s liberty being in that sense only circum- 
scribed by intrenching on others’ liberty. That 1s more or less 
an abstraction To take a practical illustration, how are you 
to determine where the liberty of a man in the control of his 
property is to be restricted? He needs controlling We will 
say that he, or rather a group of men, own shares 1n a raylroad, 
and that they choose to deal with rates in a fashion which will 
serve their own interest Well now, if they are to have com- 
plete control over their property, and then the community 
comes in and says that theirs 1s property of a different sort, that 
their acts must have the approval of the community, how are 
we to determine where the restriction in the control over the 
property 1s to take place? 
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How ts society to find a method for changing its own institu. 
tions and still preserve the security of those institutions? That 
is, in general, the problem that presents itself In 1ts most unt. 
versal form You want a society that 1s going ahead, not a fixed 
order, as the religious solution would have it You want a 
saciety that 1s progressing. Progress has become essential to tn- 
tellwent life Now, how are we to get ahead and change those 
situations that need changing and yet preserve the security of 
them? You see this 18 an advance in which we cannot state the 
goal toward which we are going We do not know what the goal 
is We are on the way, but we do not know where. And yet we 
have toa get some method of charting our progress We do not 
know where the progress 1s supposed to terminate, where it 1s 
gong This 1s a seemingly insoluble problem 

Science does, in a sense, present the method for its solution 
That is, rt recognizes that progress 1s of the nature of the solu- 
tion of a problem. What these problems present are inhibitions, 
the checking of conduct. And the solution of the problem stops 
this checking process, sets it free so that we can go on The 
scientist is not looking ahead toward a goal and charting his 
movement toward that goal That 1s not the function of the sc1- 
entist He is finding out why his system does not work, what the 
difficulty in itis And the test of his solution of the difficulty 1s 
that his system starts working again, goeson Sctence is occupied 
with finding what the problems are that exist in the social proc- 
ess It finds what the problems are, what processes have been 
definitely checked Then it asks How can things be so recon- 
structed that those processes which have been checked can be 
set going again? The illustration which I have given from the 
held of hygiene ts as good as any, but you can find similar illus- 
trations elsewhere, 

Take, as another example, the social problem of recreation, 
with all the dangers that gather about its various forms, par- 
ticularly about commercialized recreation Shall we recognize 
the legitimacy of the expression of the play instinct, the free- 
dom for the play one wants, when at the same time we recognize 
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that dangers go along with it? You do not set up an ideal form 
of recreation You find out what the dangers are, just what it 
is that finds expression in play, what the freedom 1s that is 
demanded there; and you see how you can combine the control 
or avoidance of danger with the freedom of expression. That is 
the sort of problem we are meeting. We have to let freedom 
of activity go on, and yet dangers must be avoided. And what 
science does is to give a method for studying such situations, 
Again, on the social side, or on the biological side in dealing 
with questions of disease, we have the question of how we 
shall deal with these problems. As a further instance, take 
the question of crime. What are the conditions out of which 
crime itself springs? Flow, on the one hand, can you protect 
society against the criminal and yet, on the other hand, rec- 
ognize those conditions which are responsible for the criminal 
himself? What procedure can you set up by means of which you 
can guard society against the criminal and at the same time 
protect the individual against unfair conditions under which he 
has been living? Here we have a series of clashing problems, 
and what we have to do is to get a way which will recognize 
that what we feel is essential 1n each, so that the problems can 
be adjusted and the essential processes of life can go on. When 
we get such a method, we have the means for the solution of our 
problems Let me illustrate this further in the problem of juve- 
nile crime, so-called. There we have a situation in which certain 
definite habits embodied 1n our institution of the court prove un- 
satisfactory. The child is brought before the court by the police. 
The social habit left simply to itself would condemn the child to 
the penitentiary and thus make a confirmed criminal out of him. 
But it is possible to modify those habits by what we call the 
“scientific method ” 

What I wish to point out is that the scientific method, as 
such, is, after all, only the evolutionary process grown self. 
conscious. We look back over the history of plant and animal 
life on the face of the globe and see how forms have developed 
slowly by the trial-and-error method. There are slight varia- 
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tions that take place in the individual forms and occasional 
more pronounced variations that we call “mutations.” Out of 
these, different forms gradually arise But the solution of the 
particular problem of an animal—the food problem, we wall 
say—is one which may take thousands of years to solve in the 
gradual development of a certain form A form which passes, 
let us say, from the eating of meat to the eating of vegetables 
develops a type of stomach capable of handling this latter kind 
of food. Here we have a problem which 1s met gradually by the 
appearance of some form that does commence to develop an 
adjustment to the problem, and we can assume that from its 
progeny those particular forms will be selected which are 
adapted to such digestion. It 1s a problem which has to be met 
if there is to be development, and the development takes place 
by the seemingly incidental appearance of those forms which 
happen to be better able than others to meet the peculiar de- 
mands set up. If we put ourselves in the same place, there ts the 
same problem The food problem faces us as it does all other 
animal forms. We have to get our food from both the vegetable 
and the animal kingdoms But ifit1s a question of our being able 
to get the food that 1s shut up inside a cellulose covering, we do 
not wait through long periods until we develop stomachs which 
will be able to digest this substance. We work out a milling 
process by means of which we set free that which is digestible 
That 1s, we solve the problem directly by what we call the 
“scientific method,” Here is a certain necessity; the food which 
we need is shut off from us by a cellulose covering. We work 
out a mechanism to get md of this covering There is an evo- 
lutionary problem made self-conscious. The problem is stated 
in a definite form; this, in turn, excites the imagination to 
the formation of a possible hypothesis which will serve as the 
solution of it; and then we set out to test the solution 

The same process is found in social development, in the for- 
mation of great societies among both invertebrates and verte- 
brates, through a principle of organization. Societies develop, 
just as animal forms develop, by adjusting themselves to the 
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problems that they find before them. They have food problems, 
problems of climate, Just as individual animals do, but they 
meet them in a social fashion When we reach the human form 
with its capacity for indicating what 1s important 1n a situation, 
through the process of analysis, when we get to the position in 
which a mind can arise in the individual form, that 1s, where the 
individual can come back upon himself and stimulate himself 
ust as he stimulates others, where the individual can call out 
in himself the attitude of the whole group; where he can acquire 
the knowledge that belongs to the whole community; where he 
can respond as the whole community responds under certain 
conditions when they direct this organized intelligence toward 
particular ends, then we have this process which provides solu- 
tions for problems working in a self-conscious way In it we 
have the evolution of the human mind which makes use directly 
of the sort of intelligence which has been developed in the whole 
process of evolution It makes use of 1t by the direct method 
that we call “mental.” If one goes back to a primitive society, 
one finds the beginnings of the evolution of what we call “‘inst:- 
tutions’ Now these institutions are, after all, the habits of 
individuals in their interrelation with each other, the type of 
habit that is handed down from one generation to another 
And we can study the growth of these habits as we can study 
the growth and behavior of an animal 

That 1s where science comes in to aid society 1n getting a 
method of progress It understands the background of these 
problems, the processes out of which they have developed, and 
it has a method of attacking them. It states the problem in 
terms of checked processes, and then it has a test of the sug- 
gested solution by seeing whether those processes can continue 
or not That is as valuable—in a certain sense more valuable 
—a contribution of science as any of its immediate results 
that we can gathe: together This sort of method enables us to 
keep the order of society and yet to change that order within 
the process itself It 1s a recognition that intelligence expresses 
itself in the solution of problems. That 1s the way 1n which evo- 
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lution 1s taking place in the appearance of problems tn life 
Luving forms have found themselves up against problematic 
situations. their food gone, the climate changed, new enemies 
coming in. The method which nature has followed, if we 
may speak so anthropomorphically, has been the production 
of vanations until finally some one variation has artsen which 
has survived, Well, what science is doing ts making this method 
of trial and error a consctous method 

Up to this period the so-called “social sciences” have been 
gathered about the more or less dogmatic theory of certain 
institutions It was assumed that each institution as such 
stood upon certain rational doctrines, whether those of the 
famuly, the state, the church, the school, or the court The early 
theory was that these institutions were established directly by 
God. The divine right of kings was simply the assertion that the 
state had as divine an origin as the church, and, of course, it 
was assumed that God was also rcsponsible for the ordering of 
the family and the other institutions They all came back toa 
direct structure which was given tothem Ifthe theories did not 
place this structure in divine ordinance, they brought it back 
to certain natures 1n the institutions themselves And it was as- 
sumed that you could work out the theory which would deter- 
mine what the institutions ought to be The development of 
evolutionary doctrine had as great an effect in this field as any 
it had in biology. Spencer, and others following immediately in 
his path, carried over the evolutionary theory into the develop- 
ment of human institutions People went back to primitive 
societies, which at first were regarded as much more primitive 
than they were, and then undertook to show how, out of the 
life of these people, different institutions arose through a 
process of evolution. 

J pointed out earlier that a certain part of the stimulus which 
directed this thought came from the Hegelian movement The 
Hegelian doctrine was in one sense an evolutionary one. At 
least 1t was particularly mterested in the development of what 
we term “‘self-consciousness,” in the process of thinking where 
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that arose. And it was the Hegelian thinkers who turned to the 
study of human institutions, but they did so on the economic 
and the political side On the economic side, we have the Marw- 
an doctrine of the human institution in the economic process. 
On the political side, we have the development of the state, es- 
pecially the city-state. Hegel’s son Karl was quite a notable 
author in the early study of the city-state, particularly of the 
way in which it developed. The whole study of so complex a 
dogmatic structure as the Roman law, for example, was brought 
back to an evolutionary consideration. Later, attention was d1- 
rected toward social forms as social forms, apart from any dog- 
matic structure that lay behind them. 

Take, again, the attitude of the community toward crime. 
On the evolutionary side, you go back to a situation, we will 
say, of blood vengeance. A man from one clan kills a man from 
another. Immediately there arises within the injured clan a 
man who is determined to revenge the death by killing someone 
from the other clan, and the next of kin sets out to kill the 
slayer. When he accomplishes this, he sets up at once the need 
of vengeance on the part of the first group Again, the next of 
kin goes out to slay in his turn. And this process goes on until, 
we will say, the clans are nearly exterminated. Well now, when 
clans were brought together in a tribe in order to defend them- 
selves against other tribes, such a decimation of fighting 
members of the group became a serious matter, and the tribe 
came to consider how this problem could be met. A court was 
worked out in which vengeance took the form of paying a fine. 
And some sort of a court had to be constituted which should 
pass upon obligations In this way a means was gradually built 
up of getting rid of blood vengeance. There you have an evo- 
lutionary process in which the court arises. 

When it ts carried through and it becomes necessary to organ- 
ize society more exactly and fit the penalty more definitely to 
what 1s felt to be the character of the crime, there arise all the 
penalties which belong to a court of law. And we get the insti- 
tution of criminal law which still carries over some of this sense 
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of vengeance which is to be enacted. There must be some 
suffering on the part of the man who has gone against the inter. 
ests of the community, who has trespassed on the rights of others, 
In the older, medieval state the community was called together 
to witness the suffering of the individual who was being pun- 
ished. The community thus got satisfaction out of the venge- 
ance, particularly any specific individuals who were themselves 
injured by the so-called criminal. That element of vengeance 
in a sense demands that where some particularly outrageous 
crime has been committed, the community feels the need for 
somebody to suffer. And under such circumstances it is diffi- 
cult to get impartial justice It becomes more important to the 
community that someone should suffer than that the specific 
individual should suffer. So in our criminal law we have this 
motive of exacting suffering, and we have a partially worked- 
out theory which states that where a person has committed a 
crime he should pay by a certain amount of suffering for the 
wrong he has done. If the wrong is great, he must suffer more 
than if itis a lesser wrong. So we inflict punishment by putting 
him in prison If the sin is heinous, he 1s put in for ten or 
twenty years; tf lighter, for perhaps only a few weeks or months. 
We fit the punishment to the crime. 

But we know that that process does not work at all. We 
have no such exactly measured sets of sufferings as to be able 
to put them accurately over against wrongs. When the sense 
of vengeance has died down, we are not sure whether we want 
the other person to suffer at all. We want to get rid of crime. 
And so we change our theory from wanting the person to suffer 
for a wrong he has done to seeing that we keep him from doing 
the same wrong again. So we have retribution, not in the sense 
of vengeance but as repression of crime itself But you know 
how difficult it 1s to work those two motives together, trying 
to find out just how much repression of crime does take place 
through the action of the law. And when we come to juvenile 
offenses, we feel the situation should be approached from an 
entirely different standpoint. So we put aside criminal law, and 
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we have the judge sitting with the boy or girl; we get members 
of the family, perhaps some person interested 1n social service, 
possibly the school teacher, and they all talk 1t over, and try to 
find out Just why what happened did happen, and they attempt 
to discover some sort of situation by means of which the 
criminal can be got back into a social position and be kept from 
doing the sort of thing he has done in the past Thus we try to 
get rid of crime by a social process. That parole system has been 
carried over from the juvenile court into the adult court. Very 
good results have been obtained where politics has not come in 
to corrupt the process There we have the development of an 
institution from both ends, so to speak. You can see how, out of 
the attitude of vengeance, the court itself has arisen, and then 
how, out of the operation of an institution of that sort, one 
having conflicting motives 1n 1t, such as repiession of crime on 
the one hand and a demand for vengeance on the other, that 
mstitution can be appioached from the standpoint of reinstat- 
ing the individual in society. There 1s a social problem here, 
the problem of an individual who has abused the nghts of some- 
body else but whom we want to put back in the social situation 
so that he will not do it again There we have the development 
of a social process by a real scientific method 

We try to state the problem as carefully as we can. Hereis a 
boy who has allied himself with a gang and has been carried 
away with the sense of adventure and has committed a burglary 
which could send him to the penitentiary for years But that 
would be absurd. It would make a criminal out of him, and no 
good would be accomplished at all. It is very questionable 
whether it would even keep other boys from doing the same 
thing, for, of course, the sense of adventure makes the attitude 
of the criminal something attractive in itself It 1s astonishing 
how, when we are somewhat telaxed by an attack of grippe 
or disease, we turn to criminal tales for our relief! If you go 
through the hospitals of the city, you will find such tales being 
read in great quantities. The creation of crime taken in itself 
can be looked at from the point of view of adventure, especially 
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for the adolescent If you approach things scientifically, you 
can see what the attitude is. You can see that the boy has ap- 
proached it from this attitude of adventure, does not realize its 
import, and if he is made to realize it, you can make a very 
good citizen indeed out of him. What you want to do, then, 1s 
to state your social situation in such a fashion that you can re- 
constitute the boy as a normal citizen, give him opportunities 
for play in which he can express his demand for adventure with 
a recognition of what the nghts are that make a possibility of 
citizenship. That has to be brought home to him. He wants to 
be a citizen in the community, and he has to see that he must 
have the same respect for the rights of others that he claims for 
himself And at the same time you must have a situation wheie 
the boy can lead anormal life Work out specific hypotheses, and 
by means of them you may get the boy back into society again 

‘Take any institution as such and look at it from the stand- 
point of evolution, the way in which that 1s determined in 
society, and then you can see the development in society it- 
self of a technique which we call the “scientific technique,” 
but it 1s a technique which ts simply doing consciously what 
takes place naturally in the evolution of forms I have been 
pointing out that the process of evolution is one that meets 
such a problem as that of blood vengeance, where members 
of the tithe are at work killing each other as fast as they 
can And the community works out there—in a somewhat 
bunghng fashion, 1f you like—a court which undertakes to meet 
this situation It becomes established, acquires a dogmatic 
structure, holds on to motives which belonged to the earliér 
situation But finally we see the situation as one in which we 
try to do with self-consciousness what took place by a process 
of evolution That is, we try to state the problem with refer- 
ence to a particular child, we want to see what can be done 
toward bringing together what was a healthful expression of 
adventure on the part of the boy with mghts which he himself 
claims So the juvenile court represents a self-conscious applica- 
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tion of the very process of evolution out of which the courts 
themselves arose. 

What I am trying to do is to connect this entire evolution- 
ary process with social organization 1n tts most complex ex- 
pression, and as that within which arise the very individuals 
through whose life-process it works, giving birth to just such 
elements as are involved in the development of selves And, as 
I have said, the life-process itself 1s brought to consciousness 
in the conduct of the individual form, in his so-called ‘‘self- 
consciousness.” He gets a much more effective control over his 
environment than the ox can get over its The process is one 
in which, in a certain sense, control 1s within his own grasp. If 
you think of 1t, the human being as a social form has actually 
got relatively complete control over his environment The ant- 
mal gets a certain slight kind of control over its environment; 
but the human form, in societies, can determine what vegeta- 
tion shall grow, what animals shall exist besides itself; 1t can 
control its own climate, erect its own buildings. It has, in a 
biological sense, complete contro] over 1ts own environment. 
That 1s, it has attained to a remarkable degree an end which is 
implied in the whole living process—the control by the form of 
the environment within which it lives. To a degree human 
society has reached that goal. 

It has often been pointed out, of course, that evolution does 
not reach any goal. The concept means simply the adaptation 
of a form to a certain environment. But adaptation is not 
simply the fitting of the form into the environment, it carries 
with tt some degree of control over that environment And in 
the case of the human form, of human society, we have that 
adaptation expressing itself in a very high degree of control. 
Of course, we cannot change the chemical and physical struc- 
ture of things, but we can make them over into those forms that 
we ourselves need and which are of value tous That is possible 
for us; and, as I have said with reference to the question of food 
and to the question of climatic influences, we can in a very large 
degree determine that control. So there 1s, within limits, a de- 
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velopment toward complete adaptation where that adaptation 
expresses itself 1n control over the environment. And in that 
sense I think we can fairly say that human organization, as a 
social organization, does exercise control and has 1n that sense 
reached a certain goal of development. 

Well now, this social process I have been sketching in these 
broad strokes has become of increasing interest to reflective 
thought throughout this whole period Of course, to some ex- 
tent 1t has always been of essential interest to man tn the socal 
situation in which he lives What I am referring to specifically 
is the character of the social organism—its organization, its his. 
tory, and the conditions under which it can be controlled. The 
statement of the functions of the different parts of the social 
otganism 1s that study which we have in a so-called “social 
science,” and more particularly in sociology This had its incep- 
tion in the thought of Comte, and then was enriched by the idea 
of evolution as brought in by Spencer. From that time on, the 
attempt to understand human society as an organization has 
been of increasing interest to the Western world Men have 
been trying to see the habits out of which society has arisen, 
to find out under what conditions it operates, and how prob- 
lems that arise in it can be defintely controlled. This involves 
looking at human institutions from the standpoint J have sug- 
gested, that 1s, as social habits. 

While during the century there has been this increased inter- 
est in the study of the soctal organization, there has been a cor- 
responding interest in the experience of the individual Part of 
this is due to our scientific attitude. As we have seen, it is the 
unique experience of the scientist that presents the problem, and 
it 1s 1n the mind of the scientist that the hypothesis arises. It is 
not only in the scientist as such that this uniqueness of the 
experience has been recognized as of importance. After all, the 
Scientist 1s simply making a technique out of human intelli- 
gence. His method 1s the same as that of all intelligent beings, 
éven though it involves a simple rendering in self-consctousness 
of the whole process of evolution. That in the experience of all 
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individuals which 1s peculiar to the individual, that which 1s 
unique in his experience, 1s of importance, and what the last 
century increasingly recognized was the importance of these 
unigue individual experiences 

The emotional side of these experiences, as we know, registers 
itself in the folk poetry, in the lyric expression of the self—a 
registration of values from the point of view of the individual. 
There have always been some neat ways of scientific observa- 
tion, although accifrate presentation of it belongs really to the 
modern world, that world which has grown up since the period 
of the Renaissance But what I am particularly calling atten- 
tion to 1s the interest we have in that which is peculiar to the 
individual as 1t 1s revealed in our literature and 1n our journals, 
our newspapers The curtous thing about the newspaper 1s that 
it records happenings to individual persons, and it assumes that 
it 1s of interest to us to know that a certain individual at a 
certain time was run over by an automobile or that a certain 
person fell down, hurt himself in such and such a way, and 
that John or Jane has had such and such an experience tn such 
aplace It 1s curious to note the interest that centers about indi- 
viduals as such, and the assumption that the world at large 
will be interested in these happenings 

Well now, what I want to connect with this journalese 
interest 1n happenings to particular individuals 1s the character 
of our literature, not simply 1n its lyric poetry, where the emo- 
tion of the individual 1s presented so that 1t can be handed on 
to others, but particularly in our novels and the drama. In these 
we have this interest in the experience of the individual as such 
presented as 1t has been during the last century, because it does 
answer to some vety profound interest on the part of all the 
individuals who take up their morning and evening papers, who 
read all sorts of stories and novels, go to movies, listen to the 
radio, get those experiences of other individuals which, as I say, 
have an interest for us which 1s rather astonishing when one just 
stands off and looks at the situation They seem to be so unre- 
lated We seem to be interested in just a particular occurrence 
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We speak of it as sensational and perhaps are apt to regard it 
as an attitude not entirely helpful on our part when we are 
interested in this fashion 

What 1s the :mport of this interest’? I wanted to bring this up 
in sharp contrast to what I am going to develop later, that 1s, 
that the human self arises through tts ability to take the attitude 
of the group to which he belongs—because he can talk to himself 
in terms of the community to which he belongs and lay upon 
himself the responsibilities that belong to the community, be- 
cause he can recognize his own duties as over against others— 
that is what constitutes the self assuch And thete you see what 
we have emphasized, as peculiar to others, that which 1s both 
individual and which 1s habitual. The structure of society lies in 
these soctal habits, and only in so far as we can take these social] 
habits into ourselves can we become selves. 

We speak of this interest on the emotional side as “sympathy” 
—passing into the attitude of the other, taking the réle of the 
other, feeling the other’s joys and sorrows That is the effective 
side of it. What we call the “intellectual side,” the “rational 
side,” 1s the recognition of common stimuli, of common emo- 
tions which call out responses in every member of the group 
And 1n so far as one indicates this common character to others, 
he indicates it to himself. In this way, of course, by taking the 
attitude of the others in the group in their co-operative, highly 
complex activity, the individual 1s able to enter into their expe- 
riences The engineer 1s able to direct vast groups of individuals 
ina highly complex process But in every direction he gives, he 
takes the attitude of the person whom he 1s directing It has the 
same meaning to him that it has to others. We enter in that 
way into the attitudes of others, and in that way we make our 
very complex societies possible This development of a form 
that 1s able so to communicate with others that it takes on atti- 
tudes of those in the group, that it talks to itself as 1t talks to 
others, that imports into its own life this conversation, and sets 
up an inner forum tn which it works out the process that it 1s 
going to carry on, and so brings 1t to public consideration with 
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the advantage of that previous rehearsing, is all important. 
Sometimes we find that we can best think out an argument by 
supposing that we are talking to somebody who takes one par- 
ticular side. As we say, we have an argument to present, and 
we think how we will present it to that individual. And as soon 
as we present it, we know that he would reply in a certain way. 
Then we reply in a certain fashion to him. Sometimes tt 1s 
easier to carry out such a conversation by picking out a particu- 
lar protagonist we know. In that way in the night hours we are 
apt to go through distressing conversations we have to carry 
out the next day. That 1s the process of thought. It is taking 
the attitude of others, talking to other people, and then replying 
in their language. That 1s what constitutes thinking. 

Of course, conditions are different in a human society than in 
simpler situations. I was pointing out the difference between a 
human society and a society of invertebrates. The principle of 
organization is not that of physiological plasticity, not that of 
holding the form itself physiologically to its particular function; 
it is rather the principle of organization as found in the form of 
human intercommunication and participation. It 1s what the 
human individual puts into the form of significant symbols 
through the use of gestures. He 1s then able to place himself in 
the attitude of others, particularly into just such attitudes as those 
I have spoken of as human institutions. Jf institutions are social 
habits, they represent certain definite attitudes that people as- 
sume under certain gtven social conditions So that the indi- 
vidual, in so far as he does take the réle of others, can take the 
habitual attitude of the community over against such social 
situations as these. 

As I have pointed out, he does this in the process of indicating 
to others the important elements 1n a situation, pointing out 
those elements which are of importance in the social process, in a 
situation that represents one of these social habits, such as the 
family situation; one that involves the rights of different indi- 
viduals in the community, such as a political situation. What 
the individual does is to indicate what the important characters 
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in a co-operative process are Fle indicates this to other mem- 
bers of the community; but as we shall see, especially im the case 
of vocal gestures, he indicates it to himself as to others, and just 
in so far as he docs indicate 1t to himself as to others, he tends to 
call out in himself the same attitude as in others. There ts a 
common attttude, that 1s, one which all assume under certain 
habitual situations ‘Through the use of language, through the 
use of the signtficant symbol, then, the individual does take the 
attitude of others, especially these common attitudes, so that he 
finds himself taking the same attitude toward himself that the 
community takes This, of course, is what gives the principle of 
social contral, not simply the soctal contro] that results from 
blind habit, but a social control that comes from the individual 
assuming the same attitude toward himself that the community 
assumes toward him. In a habicual situation everyone takes a 
certain attitude in so far as it ts habrtual, in so far as the habit 
is one which all have taken, that ts, in so far as you have what 
are called “institutions.” If, now, che individual calls out this 
attitude in others by a gesture, by a word which affects himself 
just as it affects others, then he will call out the same attitude 
in himself that he calls out in others. In this way he will be 
acting toward himself as others act toward him He will ad- 
monish himself as others would. That is, he will recognize what 
are his duties as well as what are his rights He takes the atti 
tude of the commumty toward himself This gives the piinci- 
pal method of organization which, as I have said, we can study 
from the standpoint of a bechavioristic psychology, a method 
which belongs to human society and distinguishes it from social 
organizations which one finds among ants and bees and ter- 
mites There one finds societies that run up into the millions, 
and we find these as finely organized as human societies are, and 
so organized that individuals’ lives are largely determined by 
the hte-process of the whale We get far more complex and intr- 
cate organizatian, of course, in human society than among the 
invertebrates Tor this principle to which I have referred—or- 
ganization through communication and participation—makes 
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an almost indefinite organization possible. Now the study of the 
way in which this organization takes place, the history of it, the 
evolution of 1t, is what has been opened up to the human mind 
in the last century. We now see the way in which out of a 
primitive group there can gradually arise the very highly organ- 
ized societies of the present day. We can study that process in 
the evolution of institutions, and we can see how that process 
is modified or may be modified in the presence of problematic 
situations. 

This evolution also takes place in human society, but here 
it takes place not through physiological plasticity, not through 
the development of peculiar physiological functions on the part 
of the separate individuals It takes place through the develop- 
ment of what has been referred to on the logical side as a unt- 
verse of discourse. That 1s, 1t takes place through communica- 
tion and participation on the part of the different individuals in 
common activities It takes place through the development of 
significant symbols It 1s accomphshed almost entirely through 
the development of vocal gestures, through the capacity of the 
individual to indicate by means of his own gestures to other 
forms and also to himself, those elements which are of impor- 
tance in co-operative activity. So far as we can see, the stimull 
that keep the invertebrates occupied are those of odor, contact 
But we find no evidence of any language among them. It 1s 
through physiological development and plasticity that their 
very complex communities operate But the human form, sub- 
ject to no such development as this, can be interwoven into a 
community activity through its ability to respond to the ges- 
tures of other forms that indicate to it the stimul: to which it 
is to respond. We point things out, This pointing-out process 
may be with the finger, by an attitude of body, by direction of 
head and eyes, but as a rule it is by means of the vocal gesture, 
that is, a certain vocal symbol that indicates something to an- 
other individual and to which he responds. Such indication as 
this sets up a certain definite process of pointing out to other in- 
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dividuals in the group what is of importance in this co-operative 
activily 

The peculiar importance of the vocal gesture 1s that it affects 
the individual who makes it just as much as it affects the indi. 
vidual to whom it 1s directed. We hear what we say; if we are 
talking with our fingers we see what we are saying, if with atti. 
tudes of the body, we feel what we are saying The effect of the 
attitude which we produce in others comes back on ourselves, 
It isin this way that participation arises out of communication, 
When we indicate something to another form, we are calling out 
in that other individual a certain response The very gesture 
we make calls out a certain sort of response in him If that ges- 
ture affects us as 1t affects him, 1t has a tendency to call out 
some response in ourselves. The gesture that affects another, 
when it 1s a vocal gesture, 1s one which may have the tendency 
to influence the speaker as it influences others. The common 
expression of this 1s chat a man knows what he 1s saying when 
the meaning of what he 1s saying comes to him as really as it 
goes to another. He 1s affected just as the other is If the mean- 
ing of what he says affects the other, it affects himself in the 
same way The result of this 1s that the individual who speaks, 
in some sense takes the attitude of the other whom he addresses 
We are familar with this in giving directions to another person 
to do something. We find ourselves affected by the same direc- 
tion, We are ready to do the thing and perhaps become unitated 
by the awkwardness of the other and insist on doing 1t ourselves 
W'e have called out in ourselves the same response we have asked 
for in another person We are taking his attitude. It 1s through 
this sort of participation, this taking the attitudes of other indi- 
viduals, that che peculiar character of human intelligence is con- 
stituted We say something that means something to a cer- 
tain group But it not only means that to the group, it also 
means that tous It has the same meaning for both 

There 1s a certain, what we would call, “unconscious direc- 
tion” that takes place in lower vertebrate forms A group of 
animals 1s said to set up a sentinel. Some one form 1s more sensi- 
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dive than others to stimuli of danger Now the action on the part 
of this one which 1s more sensitive than the rest, the action of 
running from danger, for example, does cause the other forms 
to run also. But the first one 1s not giving a signal in the 
human sense. It 1s not aware of giving such directions Its mere 
running constitutes a stimulus to the other forms to run in the 
same direction It works in the same way as if the form knew 
what its business was, to catch the first evidence of the enemy 
and go give the evidence of it to the whole group, thus setting 
them all going But in the experience of the animal there 1s no 
such procedure, no such content The animal does not influ- 
ence himself as he influences others. He does not tell himself of 
the danger as he tells it to others. He merely runs away. 

The outstanding characteristic 1n human communication 18 
that one 1s making a declaration, pointing out something that is 
common in meaning to the whole group and to the individual, 
so that the individual is taking the attitude of the whole group, 
so far as there 1s any definite meaning given When a man calls 
out Fire!” he 1s not only exciting other people but himself in 
the same fashion. He knows what he is about That, you see, 
constitutes biologically what we refer to as a “universe of dis- 
course’ It is a common meaning which 1s communicated to 
evetyonie and at the same time 1s communicated to the self. The 
individual 1s directing other people how to act, and he ts taking 
the attitude of the other people whom he 1s directing Ifin this 
attitude of the other person he makes an objection, he 1s doing 
what the other person would do, and he 1s also carrying on the 
process which we call “thought.” That ts, you indicate to some- 
body else that he 1s to do something, and he objects to it. Well 
now, the person might in his attitude of the other make the same 
objection himself. You reply to the other person, trying to point 
out his mistake or admitting your own. In the same way, 1f you 
make some objection, you reply to your own objection or admit 
your mistake to yourself Thinking 1s a process of conversation 
with one’s self when the individual takes the attitude of the 
other, espectally when he takes the common attitude of the 
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whole group, when the symbol that he uses is a common symbol, 
has a meaning common to the entire group, to everyone who js 
in it and anyone who might be in it It 1s a process of com. 
munication with participation in the experience of other people 

The mechanism that we use for this process 1s words, vocal 
gestures And we need, of course, only a very few of these as 
compared with those we need when talking to others. A single 
symbol 1s enough to call out necessary responses. But tt 1s just 
as really a conversation in terms of the significant symbols of 
language as if the whole process were expressed. We sometimes 
do our thinking out loud, in fully organized sentences, and one’s 
thought can always presumably be developed into a complete 
grammatical unit. That is what constitutes thinking. 

Now, it is this inner thought, this inner flow of speech and 
what it means—that is, words with their meanings—that call 
out intelligent response, 1t 1s this that constitutes the mind, in so 
far as that lies in the expertence of the form. But this is only a 
part of the whole social process, for the self has arisen in that 
social process, it has its being there. Of course, you could carry 
such a self as that over to a Robinson Crusoe island and leave 
him by himself, and he could carry that social process on by 
himself and extend 1t to his pets He carries that on by himself, 
but itis only because he has grown up 1n society, because he can 
take attitudes and rdéles of others, that he can accomplish this 

This mental process, then, 1s one which has evolved 1n the 
social process of which it is a part And it belongs to the differ. 
ent organisms that he inside of this larger social process We 
can approach it from the standpoint of evolution, and we can 
approach it more particularly from the standpoint of behavior- 
istic psychology, where we can get back to what expresses itself 
in the mind, We also can get somewhat underneath the experi- 
ence that goes on in the self in what we term “pathological 
psychology,” a psychology that enables us to get hold of the 
Various processes that are not themselves evidenced in this 
stream of inner conversation to which I have referred. The 
term “pathological” simply means that this type of psychology 
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has been pursued largely in dealing with pathological cases It 
is a study, for example, of the way in which our special world 
arises if. our expertence through our distance senses and out 
contact expertences, through the collation of the elements which 
we reach through vision with the elements which we reach 
through the tactual sense, the process by which we have built 
up an implemental world by the use of our hands; for a particu- 
lar instance, the process by which, for purposes of food, we 
reach with the hand for a distant object. Man comes into that 
process and gives to the organism a physical thing which 1s not 
the food, not the consummation, whatever it may be, but a 
physical thing. Our world 1s made up out of physical things 
We deal with things as if we could handle them. We think of 
things as being “pulverized,” broken up into parts so we can get 
hold of them. A physical thing 1s a unit into which we break up 
our environment. The process by which we build our world of 
physical things 1s a process, too, of which we are not immediate- 
ly conscious. The child, the infant that is uncertainly groping 
toward a ball, is gradually building up a world of such physical 
things, but the process takes place underneath the level of our 
own consciousness. We cannot get at it 1n its immediate incep- 
tion, only indirectly by this type of psychology, a psychology 
that does enable us to get into the workings of the individual 
process as it lies inside of the whole social process to which 1t 
belongs 

And this 1s what constitutes the self as such A self which 1s 
so evidently a social individual that 1t can exist only tn a group 
of social individuals 1s as much a result of the process of evolu- 
tion as other biological forms A form that can co-operate with 
others through the use of significant symbols, set up attitudes 
of others and respond to them, is possible through the develop- 
ment of great tracts in the central nervous system that are con- 
nected with our processes of articulation, with the ear, and so 
with the various movements that can go on in the human form 
But they are not circumscribed within the conduct of a single 
form. They belong to the group. And the process is just as 
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much an evolution as 1s the queen bee or the fighter among the 
ants In thase instances we get a certain particular evolution 
that 1s taking place, belonging to a certain particular society, 
one which could exist only 1n such a society The same ts true of 
the self, That 1s, an individual who affects himself as he affects 
another, who takes the attitude of the other in so fai as he af. 
fects the other, in so far as he 1s using what we term “intelligible 
specch,” who knows what he himself 1s saying, in so far as he ts 
directing his indications by these significant symbols to others 
with the recognition that they have the same meantng for them 
as for him, such an individual is, of course, a phase of the devel- 
opment of the social form This 1s a branch of what we term 
“bekavioristic psychology,” one in which we can see how the 
self as such has developed 

What I want to make evident is that the development, the 
evolution, of mind as well as of institutions 1s a social evolution 
As I have just stated, society in its organization 1s a form, a 
species that has developed, and it has many forms developing 
within it You see, for example, at the present time in reference 
to the question of food that the problem is one which 1s met by 
very intricate social organizations. Where the individual him- 
self responds simply to the odor or sight of food, we recognize 
it as a biological process When the whole community responds 
to the need of food by the organization of its industries, sts 
methods of agriculture, of milling, of transportation, of cooking 
and preparation, we have the same process, only now not by 
separate individuals but by a social organization; and that 
organization 18 just as really an evolution as the stomach of the 
ox. That stomach is very complicated The evolution of a social 
mechanism by which grain 1s sowed and reaped in South 
Ametica and North America, 1s carried to great milling estab- 
lishments and there converted into flour, and then carried and 
distributed by dealers so that the individual groups can get hold 
of it and prepare it in such fashion that it can be readily assimi- 
lated- that 1s just as much evolution as the development of 
bactertological laboratories in the digestive tract of anox It 1s 
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a process, however, which takes place much more rapidly than 
itis taking place in the case of the ox There we have something 
that answers to a physiological plasticity in the case of inverte- 
hrates—the adjustment of different organs within the body to 
accomplish what we accomplish by mechanical means It is 
this ability to control our environment that gives us what we 
term “mind.” 

What we attach to the term “mind” particularly is its 
privacy. It belongs to the individual. And what takes place 
there takes place, we say, in the experience of the individual. 
He may make it accessible to others by telling about it. He may 
talk out loud. He may publish. He may indicate even by his 
uncontrolled gestures what his frame of mind 1s. But there 1s 
that which goes on inside of a man’s mind that never gets pub- 
lished, something that takes place there within the experience 
of the individual Part of it, of course, is what answers to what 
1s going on in the physiological mechanism there, the suffering 
that belongs to one’s teeth, the pleasure one gets in the palate 
These are experiences which he has for himself because they are 
taking place within his own organism But, though they are 
taking place within his own organism, and so no one else can ex- 
perience the same thing, the organism does not experience it as 
its own—that 1s, 1t does not realize that the experience 1s its 
own—until a self has arisen. We have no reason to assume, for 
example, that in lower animals there are such entities as selves; 
and 1f no such entities, then that which takes place within the 
organism cannot be identified with such a self. There 1s pain, 
there 1s pleasure, there are feelings which are not exactly painful 
ot pleasurable, such as heat and cold These various feelings 
belong to the organism, the tensions of the various muscles, the 
movements of the joints, so essential in our intelligent social 
conduct. These belong to the organism in a certain sense. But 
the individual animal does not associate them with a self be- 
cause 1t has no self; it is not a self. 

A self can arise only where there is a social process within 
which this self has had its initiation It arises within that proc- 
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ess For that process the communication and participation to 
which I have referred 1s essential That is the way in which 
selves as such have arisen, That 1s where the individual 1s tn 4 
social process in which he 1s a part, where he does influence him. 
self ashe does others There the self arises And there he turns 
back upon himself; directs himself He takes over those exper. 
ences which belong to his own organism He identrfies them with 
himself, What constitutes the particular structure of his ex. 
perience 1s what we call his “thought.” It 1s the conversation 
which goes on within the self. This 1s what constitutes his 
mind For it1s through this so-called “thought,” of course, that 
he interprets his experiences Now that thought, as I have al. 
ready indicated, 1s only the importation of outer conversation, 
conversation of gestures with others, into the self in which the 
individual takes the rdle of others as well as his own réle He 
talks to himself. This talking 1s significant He 1s indicating 
what 1s of importance in the situation. He 1s indicating those 
elements that call out the necessary responses, When there are 
conflicts, the problem gives rise to the hypotheses that form in 
his mind; and he indicates them to himself and to others, It is 
this process of talking over a problematic situation with ones’ 
self, just as one might talk with another, that 1s exactly what 
we term “mental” And it goes on within the organism 
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I 
THE NATURE OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE 


\ ‘ YE HAVE reached certain points in the implications 
of the method of experimental science which may be 
summarily restated. In the first place, the scientist’s 
knowing 1s a search for the unknown, a discovery, but it 1s a 
seatch for what has disappeared 1n the conflicts of conduct, that 
is, for objects which will remove the antagonism—t 1s a search 
for the solution of a problem This dissipates the Platonic puz- 
ale of how we can seek to know what is unknown. It 18 inter- 
esting to note that Plato’s solution of the puzzle is found in the 
form of ignorance as a problem, that of recollecting what has 
been forgotten. Unfortunately this theory could not apply to 
the discovery of new types of objects which were foreign to the 
world of past experience 

In the second place, experimental science implies a real world 
uninfected by the problem, which can be used to test the dis- 
coveries which science makes. If knowledge 1s discovery of the 
unknown, this world 1s not known—it 18 simply there. 

In the third place, as the world that 1s there 1s not known and 
may not therefore as non-known have ascribed to 1t the sort of 
lopical necessity that does obtain in the logical structure of 
hypotheses, experimental science finds nothing contradictory in 
the later appearance of a problem in any portion of the world 
which has been used to test the solution of a former problem. 
That a contradiction should appear in the hypothesis ts proof 
of its faulty and, in that sense, unreal, character, but that the 
sun ceases to be an object revolving about the earth in no way 
invalidates the world by which we test the hypothesis of the 
revolution of the earth on its axis by the shifting of the path of 
the pendulum’s swing Logical necessity obtains in the field of 
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reflective thinking To transfer 1t to the world that ts there, and 
within which thought 1s occupted in the solution of problems, 
would be to dismiss expertmental science as a meaningless and 
pernicious discipline and to return to the science of dogma 

In the fourth place, in observation and in expeliment, science 
finds a field that belongs both to the world that 1s there and to 
the reflective thought of discovery, that 1s, of knowledge The 
problem does not exist 17 vacuo. It isin the world that 1s there, 
but a certain portion of the world that 1s there has disappeared. 
The disease that 1s conveyed by contact disappears in the evi- 
dence of sporadic cases, notwithstanding its epidemic character 
But the scourge 1s all the more tragically there. The instances 
of the disease are now observed and recorded by physicians and 
health officers who are seeking to discover the mechanism of the 
spread of the infection These data embodied in various hy- 
potheses exist in the minds of the investigators. As the obser- 
vations of competent mvestigators of the actual epidemic, they 
ate there as parts of the experiences of these individuals, and 
the records of them are parts of their biographies. The test case 
of the heroic scientist, who has remained tmmune to the fever 
after wearing the clothes of those who were sick of it and sleep- 
ing in their beds, and who succumbs to it when stung by the 
mosquito, begins in the field of scientific data and personal 
biographies and ends in the impersonal world to which belongs 
the two-chaptered history of the yellow-fever parasite. In so 
far as these data are imbedded 1n the lives of these individuals, 
they are personal but hard facts. So long as they are tentatively 
suggestive of objects that would harmonize conflicting ways of 
cataloguing and treating the disease, they are in the minds of 
men as part of the structure of their ideas. 

We must distinguish here between what belongs to the expe- 
rience of the individual qua individual and what 1s 1n his mind 
and may be termed “‘subjective.” In the former sense the ob- 
servation may be called private because the investigator alone 
observes it Indeed it may be such an instance that he alone can 
observe it, if, for example, it is his own ache or pain, or 1f no one 
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else has seen it, and it is an instance that 1s not repeated. This 
circumstance does not abstract it from the world that 1s there, 
since these men are there in that world together with the events 
that take place tn their Irves. But, in so far as the experience 
suggests what is known of the relation of the mosquito to mala- 
ria and a possible parasitic organism that may be the cause of 
yellow fever, we are in the presence of an idea and of what we 
will call “subjective” Such an object 1s not as yet there and 
may never be there I[t 1s an ideal object. Such objects, as be- 
fore remarked, have the same locus as erroneous objects after 
the error has been detected and are not to be confused, because 
they are placed in individuals’ minds, with tndividuals’ expert- 
ences, which are peculiar to them, but are objects in the world 
that is there I am not, of course, ignoring the problems in- 
volved in this distinction I am for the time being merely 1n- 
sisting that experimental science never takes the position so 
common in philosophy, which confuses the two To the expert- 
mental scientist the data of observation and experiment never 
lose the actuality of the unquestioned world because they can 
happen for the time being only 1n the hves of particular indt- 
viduals, o1 because they are fitted to serve in the mental proc- 
esses of discovery They are solid realities that can bridge the 
gaps between discredited theones and the discoveries of science 

It 1s the position of the positivist that what 1s observed 1s, as 
a fact of experience, there in a sense in which it never can be 
false He recognizes that there may be false inferences drawn 
from the observation or the experiment, but as a fact of im- 
mediate experience 1t simply 1s and therefore 1s not open to 
possible question This assumption does not answer to the pro- 
cedure of science, for whatever may be the theory of sensation, 
the scientist’s observation always carries a content or character 
in what 1s observed that may conceivably be shown under other 
conditions to be erroneous, though the probability of this be 
very shght. In psychological terms, an observation 1s never a 
mere determination of a sensation (if there 1s any such thing in 
adult experience) but 1s a perception, and, whether all percep- 
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tions involve judgments or not, they are frequently illusory, as, 
for example, in the perceptions of mirrored objects, and can 
never be free from the possibility of analogous errors. 

What gives to the observation or experiment tts validity 1s its 
position in the world that 1s there, that 1s not questioned. It 1s 
indeed carefully isolated from what has fallen into question, and 
this meticulous cleansing from all implications of the abandoned 
doctrine, and all as yet hypothetical interpretations, creates the 
impression of an experience which may not be subjected to any 
further question, but, as we know, there is no part or portion 
of the world that may not conceivably be the field of a scientfic 
problem. 

Tn the so-called exact sciences we seem to approach an object 
which is nearly free from all possibility of contingency—the 
physical particles. These particles are approximations to that 
which 1s unextended in space and time, but they carry a char- 
acter-—that of mass or of electrical energy—which does not ap- 
proach zero, however minute it may become, and 1t 1s a char- 
acter which 1s reached from numberless observations and not 
a little speculative theory. Furthermore, the procedures 1n our 
laboratories and observatories by which these characters are 
reached involve perceptual objects of the most complex nature, 
subject under other conditions to all sorts of conceivable ques- 
tions. In other words, while the methods of mathematical anal- 
ysis and extensive abstraction constitute a body of doctrines 
which in themselves are necessary, as long as the terms carry 
the same references, their applications are dependent upon their 
functioning within the problematic situations which arise in 
research science and appeal for their validity in practice to the 
court of observation and experiment 

The scientist’s attitude 1s that of a man in a going concern 
which requires at various points readjustments and reconstruc- 
tions The success of the readjustments and reconstructions 1s 
found in the triumph over the difficulty, as evidenced by the 
fact that the concern continues to operate. He finds his tests in 
the parts of the whole which still operate. This does not imply 
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that readjustments may not be called for later at these very 
points to which he now appeals for confirmation of the success 
of his solutions of the 1mmediate problems before him Sur- 
rounding the most profound analysis of the structure of matter, 
and the widest survey of the galaxies of the heavens, ltes the 
feld of things within which experiment and observation take 
place without question, and which gives its validity to cosmol- 
ogies and electronic theories of matter It may seem a misnomer 
to speak of the world within which lie the observation and exper- 
iment as surrounding such hypothetical constructions as the 
electrical theory of matter, or the galactic form of the universe, 
since these hypothetical constructions so far transcend, in the 
subatomic world or 1n the indefinite stretches of the heavens, all 
the world of objects which includes our observations and expert- 
ments. We seem rather to be 1slanded in a very minute region 
occupied by perceptual objects that are in their constitution 
vague, indeterminate, and incurably contingent, surrounded 
from within and from without by a universe, which science 
presents, that ts occupied by objects that approximate exactness 
of definition and necessity in their forms and changes And yet 
the scientist, when he times microscopic oil drops as they move 
toward or away from charged plates, or when he measures the 
distances of photographed stars from one another before and 
during an eclipse, has not at all the attitude of a man perched 
insecurely upon obscure and adventitious data The world that 
is there has taken up into 1tself all the order, definition, and 
necessity of earlier scientific advance It 1s not there as hy- 
pothesis, in so far as the hypotheses have justified themselves in 
experiment, nor 1s 1t there as analyzed relations, events, and 
particles. These characters have passed into things, and for the 
time being at any rate, they are there unanalyzed, with the 
same authority as that of the so-called sensible experience It is 
only necessary to emphasize again the distinction of the data as 
parts of the mental process of anticipating hypothetical ob- 
jects, and as imbedded tn the world of unquestioned reality in 
the experience of the individuals to whom the problem has 
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come and who are trying to solve it, as well as in the impersonal 
world within which these tndividuals exist. 

What renders such a statement of the world (not as known 
but as there) somewhat bizarre is that we enter the world of the 
scientist by the process of learning. In schools and institutions 
of higher learning we are taught the doctrines of modern science, 
Most of us take no part 1n the work of discovering what 1s there 
found out, but we acquire 1t by a process of learning, 1n which 
we may retrace some of the steps which research has followed, 
while in the main we accept it largely on faith in the men and 
thetr methods, especially faith in the checking-up of the results 
of certain individuals by all the others in the field Scientific 
journalism as well as the datly press keeps us informed of the 
latest advances, and, having learned these facts, we say that we 
now know them The world that stretches so far beyond our 
experience seems in this sense a world of knowledge. 

It 1s true that all acquirement of information, in so far as 1¢ 
is more than a mere parrot-like facility 1n repeating what ts read 
or heard, ts a reflective process in which a problematic situation 
1s met with discovery, though the hypotheses and their tests are 
those of others Our own hypotheses and tests have to do large- 
ly with the competence of the sources upon which we draw 
Admntting, however, all the criticism that the layman can bring 
to his education, this world of knowledge 1s evidently of quite 
a diferent character from the world that 1s there, the world 
that 1s seen ancl felt, whose reality 1s the touchstone of our dis- 
caveries and inventions, and very different from the discoveries 
and inventions themselves, which are the knowledge par excel- 
lence of research science. 

It is in the acquirement of information that the copy theory 
finds its explanation There, what 1g known must answer fea- 
ture for feature to 11s prototype This field of so-called know!- 
edge 1s that of the assimilation of the expenence of others to 
ones own experience There may be involved in it the discovery 
of these other experiences by the individual, and st 1s 1 so far 
knowledge, but the content of that which 1s satd to be learned 
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‘s not discovered in the sense in which the other has discovered 
it. 

Inits simplest form what takes place here is the indication to 
one individual by another of an object which is of moment in 
cher co-operative activity This gesture becomes symbolic 
when it arouses 1n the individuals the attitudes which reaction 
to the objects involves, together, generally, with some imagery 
of the result of that action It becomes communication when 
the individual indicating the object takes also the attitude of 
the individual to whom he 1s indicating it plus that of his 
response, while the individual to whom the object 1s indicated 
takes the attitude of him whos indicating it We call this tak- 
ing of one anothers attitudes consciousness of what we are 
doing and of what the other is doing, and we incorrectly apply 
the term “knowledge” to this. The mechamsm and import of 
this social procedure will be discussed later What I wish to 
point out at present is that this process in itself does not involve 
discovery, any more than does that of perception When doubt 
and discrepancies arise in the process of communication, as they 
continually do arise, the necessity of establishing agreement 
between the symbols mutually used, and that which they sym- 
bolize and the results of the conduct they imply, calls for a one 
to one correspondence between the symbols and those things and 
characters symbolized in the experiences of the different indi- 
viduals, and this gives rise to the theory of knowledge as an 
agreement between the state of mind and that which is known. 
Such a determination of mutual agreement in co-operative con- 
duct is indeed essential not only to this conduct but to what is 
called “thinking” in the individual, but it 1s not a discovery of 
that which needs to be known It is at most a part of the tech- 
nique by which the discovery 1s made. When the discrepancy 
arises, We must discover what the import of the symbols 1s, 
and here real knowledge takes place We find out what the othet 
person 1s referring to—in common parlance, what he means— 
but the process can go on without discrepancies The other indi- 
cates to us what is there, and our so-called consciousness of this 
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need not introduce any reflective attitude 1n our conduct To 
call the correspondence between the attitudes involved 1n point- 
ing out a savage dog and the conduct which takes place “‘knowl- 
edge,” whether one points it out to one’s self or to another, 1s 
to give to “knowledge” an entirely different value from that 
involved in discovery, 

In any education that 1s worthy of the name, what 1s acquired 
dues go toward the solution of the problems that we all carry 
with us, andis the subject of reflection, and leads to the fashion- 
ing of new hypotheses and the appearance of new objects; but 
this takes place after the communication which 1s the mutual 
indication of objects and characters by the use of gestures which 
are common symbols, that 1s, symbols with identical references, 
The correspondence theory of knowledge has giown up around 
the recognition of the relation between that which the symbol 
rcfers to in the object and the attitudes of response 1n others and 
in ourselves There 1s here a one to one coriespondence, but the 
relation of these objects and their characters to what we can 
infer from them 1n the discovery of the novel element which 
meets our problematic situations 1s of an entirely different sort. 

In this ‘‘meeting of minds” which takes place in conversation, 
learning, reading, and thinking, there are generally present 
problematic situations and discovery, though this 1s by no 
means always the case. If someone informs us that an expected 
acquaintance has arrived, there is no more of a problem, or dis- 
covery in the sense of a solution, than would be involved 1n the 
friend’s appearing around the corner. The varied landscape and 
hurry of events that sweep us along in books of travel and ad- 
venture embrace no mote of reflection than the travel and ad- 
venture in which we are involved. A great deal of learning 1s a 
direct following of indications, or a gradual taking-over of the 
form and technique of others that goes on without inference. A 
good deal of thinking even, notably much of reverie and also 
straight-away ordering of conduct in an unquestioned situation, 
may be free from dubitation and ratiocination A field of con- 
centrated inferential thought does include the common reference 
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of symbols in conversation, writing, and thinking—in other 
words, that part of logic which has to do with the technique of 
communication either with others or with one’s self—together 
with the ep1stemologies and metaphysics which have sprung 
from this and obscured 1t with their tangled and forest growth 
Here lie the problems of successful reference to identical objects 
and characters through identical symbols mutually employed 
by different selves, and these problems are of peculiar interest 
and importance to those involved in the exact and mathemati- 
cal sciences These problems demand theories of definition and 
implication, 1n so far as this does not depend upon the concrete 
content of that to which reference 1s made 

The environment of living organisms is constantly changing, 
ys constantly invaded with other and different things The as- 
similation of what occurs and that which recurs with what 1s 
elapsing and what has elapsed 1s called “experience” Without 
anticipating a later discussion of the social nature of the self and 
of thinking, I shall claim that the analysis of experimental 
science, including experimental psychology, never operates in a 
mind or an experience that 1s not social, and by the term “‘so- 
cial” Timply that in the thought of the scientist the supposition 
of his mind and his self always involves other minds and selves 
ag presuppositions and as standing upon the same level of 
existence and evidence. It may be that the scientist, in a self- 
centered moment, might think away all else but his self and its 
thinking, but even 1f1n imagination he succeeded 1n annihilating 
all save the dot on the z, its having any thoughts at all would 
depend entirely upon its preserving 1ts previous habits of con- 
versing with others and so with himself, and, as this precious 
hoard of past experience wore away under incessant use and 
decay, the dot would follow the z into nonentity. The dividend 
that I wish to see declared on this social nature of mind and the 
self is the equal immediacy that may attach to the assimilation 
of others’ experience with that of our own, W itably 
utihze the attitude of the other, ee 18 Tnvolnedemud dressing 
ourselves and in attending to him, that we giveatke:sime logical 
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validity to what he relates of his experience as that which we 
give to what we relate to ourselves of our own past experience, 
unless on other grounds we are occupying the seat of the critic, 
It has, of course, only the validity that attaches to a relation, 
and 48 one remove from the assurance that attaches to the so. 
called memory image. But this validity at this remove is al] 
that we can claim for most of our memory. Memory images 
constitute but a minute part of the past that stretches out 
behind us. For most of 1t we depend upon records, which come 
back to one form ot another of language, and we refresh our 
memory as really in inquiring of a companion what took place 
on a certain occasion as 1n questioning ourselves, His testimony 
may not be as trustworthy as our own because of difference of 
interest and possible prejudice, but on other occasions for the 
same reason his testimony may outrank our own in reliability. 
While the actual image of the event has an evidential character 
that is peculiar, not infrequently it may be shown by the testi- 
mony of others to have been the product of imagination or to 
have been shifted from its proper place in the record But still 
more fundamentally, the building-up of a memory record in- 
volves, in the first place, a social world as definitely as the 
physical world, within which the events took place, and in. 
volves, in the second place, experience which was actually or 
potentially social in its nature to the extent that whatever 
happens or has happened to us has its character over against 
actual or possible audiences or obsetvers whose selves are essen- 
tial to the existence of our own selves, the mechanism of whase 
conversation 1s not only as immediate as our replies but, when 
imported into the inner forum, constitutes the mechanism of our 
own thought. 

I am anticipating the detailed presentation of this doctrine of 
mind to make clear my distinction between information and 
knowledge as discovery through inference. Information is the 
experience arising from the direction of attention through the 
gestures of others to objects and their characters, and cannot be 
called “knowledge” if that term 13 demed to perception as 1m- 
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mediate experience under the direction of the attention spring- 
ing from the organic interest of the individual Perception 1s not 
itself to be distinguished from information, 1n so far as one uses 
a social mechanism in pointing out objects and characters to 
himself as another. The perceptions of a self may be already in 
the form of information. Logically stated they exist in a unt- 
verse of discourse. Knowledge, on the other hand, deliberately 
fashions hypothetical objects whose reality it tests by observa- 
tion and experiment. The justification for this ts found in the 
actual disappearance of objects and their characters in the 
problems that arise in conduct. 

Actually so much both of perception and of information is 
shot through with reflective construction and reconstruction 
that it is difficult to disentangle them from each other It is, 
however, a part of scientific technique to accomplish this disen- 
tanglement. Observations and experiments are always in the 
form of information, even while they are being made, but they 
are scrupulously teased out from the web of inference and 
hypothesis. From this purity depart in varying degrees our per- 
ceptions as well as our information. It 1s a commonplace that 
one may be very well informed and do very little thinking, 1n- 
deed be quite helpless over against a situation in which the 
information must be used to suggest or test hypotheses. The 
reliability itself of the observation or information, however, 
does call for a certain sort of verification, that of its repetition, 
either in the experience of the individual or in the mouths of 
other witnesses, and here, as above remarked, we find the source 
of the copy or correspondence theories of knowledge Indeed, 1f 
information is knowledge, the copy theory of knowledge 1s en- 
tirely legitimate. 

In presenting the world that is there as in some sense sur- 
rounding what 1s problematic, it was stated that what had in 
the past been approved by experiment and observation was 
taken up into this world and resided there as organized objects, 
things behaving toward one another in expected manners. Over 
apainst these unquestioned things lie the elements and relations 
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of the working hypotheses of scence These are in a peculiar 
degree the objects of our knowledge. They are still lacking in 
complete verification. They are received only provisionally, and 
the objects which we constitute by means of them are complex 
hvpotheses anticipating further tests in the use which we make 
of them While they work, they pass as objects, but always with 
a proviso attached, which keeps the scientist’s attention alt ve to 
possible departures from the result which the hypothesis 1m- 
ples. He 1s looking for such departures and eager to find them. 
In such far-reaching speculations as those regarding the struc- 
ture of matter this field of knowledge is enormously extended, 
though tt does not actually include the world within which the 
observation and experiment themselves take place, though the 
analysis which the investigation involves extends into the 
world of unquestioned things For the purposes of our calcula- 
tions we state the apparatus of our laboratories, for example, in 
the same terms which we use 1n out hypothetical constructions 
and thus seem to bring them within the scope of the investiga- 
tion. But the scientist 1s in no doubt in regard to the distinction 
between the finding of fact and the hypothetical form in which 
he has stated things which are there, irrespective of the validity 
of the expressions into which they have been translated. Such 
translations may be perhaps called “objects of knowledge,” 
though with the recognition that the success or faslure of the 
hypothesis, into the terms of which we have translated these 
unquestioned things and their processes, does not affect their 
reahty in the observation or experiment. In this sense there 1s 
no limit to the field of knowledge, for we may state the whole 
universe in terms of such working hypotheses, 1f we only te- 
member the limits of this formulation. But it is also necessary 
to recognize that the razson d'etre for translation 1s found in the 
function of the apparatus of experimental science and not in 
the revelation of reahty What reveals this latter fact is the 
ineradicable difference between the immediate concrete event 
to which appeal 1s made in experiment and observation, and any 
formulation of this in terms of a current working hypothesis. 
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The actual position of the spectral line, or of the photographic 
image on the plate, 1s the brute fact by which the hypothesis is 
tested, and there 1s no methodological relation between the 
exactly determined position of these and a resolution of them 
into, say, electrons. It 1s conceivable that this should be done. 
It would vastly confuse and delay the attainment of any knowl- 
edge from the measurement and would have no conceivable 
connection with getting that knowledge To call such a transla- 
tion “knowledge” is to depart from the significance which 
the term “knowledge” has in an experimental science. 

The world, then, 1n which science operates has, at 1ts core and 
In a certain sense surrounding tts findings and speculations, the 
environment of 1mmediate experience At the point of its prob- 
Jems the immediate things are so analyzed that they may pass 
into the formulations of the scientist’s hypothesis, while the 
finding of observation and experiment remains immediate expe- 
rience, that 1s, 18 located in the surrounding borderland It 1s 
these two aspects of the world of immediate experience that call 
for especial attention From the standpoint of the discovery of 
the new, from the standpoint of research, the world of 1mmedt- 
ate experience 1s a core and seems to be reduced to the island of 
vague, indeterminate, and contingent data that are contrasted 
with the clear-cut, sharply defined, and necessary elements and 
events of scientific theory, an apparently incongruous situation, 
for the acceptance of the clear-cut, sharply defined, and neces- 
sary world 1s dependent upon the findings in the 1sland of vague, 
indeterminate, and contingent data, the field of observation and 
experiment. It is an apparent incongruity that has given birth 
to much philosophic speculation 

That the incongruity is only apparent 1s fairly evident, since 
the scientist, out of whose method and its achievements it has 
arisen, 18 not aware of it If it were presented to him in the 
terms just used, he would presumably reply that one cannot 
both have his cake and eat 1t, that, 1f one 1s in search of defin- 
tion and certainty at a point in experience at which they have 
disappeared, 1t 1s but natural that the definition of the problem 
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should exhibit this fact of their disappearance and that the very 
data which will serve in the verification of a hypothetical order 
of defined and necessary things must be themselves infected 
with indeterminateness and contingency; that the home of exper- 
imental medicine 1s in the hospital, that the gospel of science 
summons not the logically nghteous but sinners to repentance. 
He would likely add, however, that because, before the discov- 
ery of the germ of yellow fever, the clinical picture of the disease 
was indeterminate and its incidence contingent, there would 
have been no justification in ascribing the same indeterminate. 
ness and contingency to the clinical picture of diphtheria—in 
other words, that the form in which the data appear in any one 
problem is pertinent to that problem alone 

But while the statement of the problem, together with the 
observation and experiment that are involved in verification, 
constitutes a core of immediate experience whose analyzed 
elements are indeterminate and contingent as compared with 
defined elements and necessary relations in a hypothetical 
scientific theory, these data do belong to objects in an immedi. 
ate world that 18 a going concern, and as such is unquestioned, 
Such a world may be said to contain the problem within itself, 
and so to surround the problem. It has taken up into itself the 
solutions of past problems successfully solved. There is in- 
volved in it also a considerable apparatus of working hypothesis, 
which 1s not always distinguished from the world that is there. 
The distinction lies in the fact that back of the working hy- 
pothesis there 1s always a question mark, and in the back of the 
scientist's mind in using the working hypothesis les the prob- 
Jem imphied in its being only a working hypothesis The world 
that 1s there is the common world within which the intelligent 
community lives and moves and has its being. In physical di- 
ameter it may be a small world as compared with the scope of 
physical hypotheses which in a logical sense it surrounds Its 
logical compass of the hypothesis 1s shown in the data of obser- 
vation and experiment that must be brought to bear upon the 
hypothesis before it can be established. 
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This compass of the problem, and the hypothetical solution 
of it, 18 logical in so far as the analysis involved in the problem, 
the inference involved in the formation of the hypothesis, and 
the sufficiency of evidence involved in observation and expert- 
ment all rest upon a world of things that 1s there, not as known 
but as containing conditions of knowledge. But the world that 
is there includes and surrounds the problem 1n the sense that 
the problem is also there within the field of conduct, for, as has 
been indicated, the problem arises in the conduct of individuals 
and out of the conflict of acts which inhibit one another because 
the same object calls out mutually antagonistic responses. 
When these problems pass into the field of reflection, they are 
so formulated that they would occur in any experience, that ts, 
they take on a universal form. Such a formulation 1s essential 
to the reflective process of their solution Their actual occur- 
rence, however, 1n the world that is there awaits the advent of 
the conflict of responses in the experience of some individual; 
and the solution as well, inasmuch as it departs from the com- 
mon or universal habits of the community, must be an indi- 
vidual achievement before 1t can become the attitude of all and be 
thus untversalized. So located in its historical setting, the prob- 
lem is evidently as completely surrounded by the world that is 
there as the hole left by a name that has been forgotten 1s sur- 
rounded by all the other names and things and happenings by 
which one attempts its recall. But while occurrence of the prob- 
lem and of its solution must be tn the field of conduct of some 
one individual, the things and events that constitute its border 
are matters of common and undisputed validity. The problem 
must happen to an individual, 1t can have no other locus than 
in his biography, but the terms 1n which he defines it and seeks 
its solution must be universal, that is, have common import. 

This location of the problem in the experience of the indi- 
vidual in its historical setting dates not only the problem but 
also the world within which that problem arises. For a world 
within which an essential scientific problem has arisen 1s a dif- 
ferent world from that within which this problem does not exist, 
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that 1s, different from the world that 1s there when this problem 
has been solved. The world of Daltonian atoms and electricity 
(which was considered a form of motion), within which ap- 
peared the problem of the ton 1n electrolysis and the breakup 
of the atom in radioactive substances, 1s a different world from 
that whose ultimate elements are particles of electricity, Such 
worlds dated by the problems upon whose solutions they have 
appeared are social in the sense that they belong to the history 
of the human community, since reflective thought 1s a social 
undertaking, and since the individual in whose experience both 
the problem and tts solution must arise presupposes the com- 
munity out of which he springs 

Itis the double aspect of these worlds that has been the occa- 
sion of so much philosophic speculation On the one hand, they 
have provided the tests of reality for experimental science, and, 
on the other, they have successively lost their validity and have 
passed away into the realin of ideas. I have already indicated 
the scientist’s rejoinder to this apparent assault upon his meth- 
od His method implies not that there has been, 1s, or will be 
any one authentic world that constitutes the core and envelope 
of his problems, but that there always have been, and are, and 
will be facts, ot data, which, stated tn terms of these different 
worlds by the individuals in whose experience they have ap- 
peared, can be recognized as identical, and that every world in 
which problems appear and are attacked by the experimental 
method 1s tn such a sense a going concern that 1t can test hy- 
pothetical solutions I have further insisted that as a scientist 
his goal in the pursuit of knowledge 1s not a final world but the 
solution of his problem sn the world that 1s there 

There have existed two different attitudes toward these so- 
called facts or data Because it has been assumed that the ob- 
servations of the old watchers of the heavens in the valley of 
Mesopotamia, and of Hrpparchus, and of Tycho Brahe, and 
present astronomers possessed a certain identity, there has 
arisen a picture of the world made up of that which can be 
regarded as common to all, a picture made of abstractions It 1s 
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a picture through which we can look before and after, and de- 
termine the date of Thales when he predicted an eclipse, and 
what eclipses will take place a thousand years hence. If we as- 
sign a metaphysical reality to these facts, we reach a universe 
which has been the subject matter of popular and technical 
philosophies If, on the other hand, we restrict ourselves to the 
determinations of experimental science, we have nothing but 
the common indication of things and characters in a world that 
1s there, an indication that abstracts from all but that which 1s 
there when a problematic situation has robbed it of some object 
and concentrates attention upon those characters and things 
which are the stimuli to mutually inhibiting responses As I 
have already insisted, 1t 1s only in the experience of the indi- 
vidual, at some moment in that experience, that such a con- 
flict can take place Nonproblematic things are there for every- 
one. But while these observations took place in individual expe- 
riences, 1n the experiences of those individuals for whom these 
problems arose, 1t 1s the assumption of experimental science 
that a like experience would have arisen for any other indi- 
vidual whose experience had been infected with the same prob- 
lem and that, in so far as successive problems have involved 
identical problematic elements, it 1s possible to identify the 
same observation in the experience of different individuals 

The Mesopotamian soothsayer who had hit upon the succes- 
sion of the eclipses and enshrined it 1n the Great Saros, and the 
Greek astronomer who by a scientific explanation of the eclipses 
had worked out the same succession, and the modern Coper- 
nican astronomer who substitutes the motion of the earth in its 
obit for that of the sun about the earth and dates these 
eclipses still more accurately, were all observing the same phe- 
nomenon For each there was a different world that was there, 
but in these worlds there were actual or identical observations 
of individuals which connect these worlds with one another and 
enable the later thinker to take up into his own the worlds that 
have preceded his. The common content of these observations, 
by means of which different worlds are strung together 1n 
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human history, depends upon the assumption that different 
individuals have had or would have the same expertences. So 
far as there 1s any universality in these contents, it goes back 
to an actual or implied indication of the same things and char- 
acters by different individuals, in the same or like situations, 
that 1s, it goes back to implications in regard to social behavior 
in inferential processes, especially to the soctal nature of the 
knowledge or evidential import of observation 

However, the experimental scientist, apart from some phil- 
osophic bias, 1s not a positivist. He has no inclination to build 
up a universe out of such scientific data, which in their abstrac- 
tion can be identified as parts of many different worlds The 
reference of his data 1s always to the solution of problems in the 
world that is there about him, the world that tests the validity 
of his hypothetical reconstructions. Nothing would more com- 
pletely squeeze the interest out of his world than the resolution 
of it into the data of observation. 


II 
HISTORY AND THE EXPERIMENTAL METHOD 
[irate has enrolled itself among the sciences that 


make use of the experimental ot observational method, 

1.e , the historian professes to be ready to approach the 
solution of any problems that appear within his field 1n terms of 
scientific method. If he finds that some of his material belongs 
to the fields where the scientific method 1s not welcomed, he 1s 
likely to undertake to free his own problem of the reconstruction 
of past events from these other issues and attempt to keep with- 
in his own field a clean scientific conscience. That this has 
proved again and again an impossible program is abundantly 
shown tn fields of higher criticism and evolution. In fact, 1t has 
been the history of dogmas that has brought more than one 
metaphysical problem into the range of scientific investigation. 
The scientific treatment of religious institutions, beliefs, and ex- 
periences has arisen in each case out of the history of these 
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subjects. Given an orderly statement of the situations out of 
which these have arisen, 1t 1s impossible to avoid the hypothesis 
of the causal relation of these conditions to the appearance of 
the institutions and beliefs, and the testing of this hypothesis 1s 
found in the observation of the changes which it undergoes 1n 
the presence of like conditions. 

There is one question which I should like to broach upon 
which scientific method in history has a direct bearing. Does 
the import of significance of the results of historical investiga- 
tion and consequent reconstruction belong to the past where 
these events lie, or 1s 1t to be found in the present and future? 
Otherwise stated, do we know the past through the present, 
and the future in so far as the test of our hypotheses depends 
upon future observation and discovery, or 1s the knowledge we 
are gaining knowledge of the present and future through the 
past? A present fossil implies a past animal, a present docu- 
ment a past author. The knowledge of either waits upon future 
investigation and observation, perhaps even upon experiment. 
History as an observational science can get at its past only 
through the present and future But scientific investigation 
does not end 1n 1ts data; it begins with it The outcome of 
science 1s a theory or working hypothesis, not so-called facts 
It 1s not the recovery of the dream we seek but the interpreta- 
tion thereof Is the serious interest in history, which is not the 
meanest of the attainments of an educated mind, an interest 
that centers 1n the past, in the present, or in the future’ Have 
we learned to understand the past through the present, or are 
we learning to understand the present and future through the 
past? 

The first comment that will be made upon this question 1s, 
Why this disjunction? Why not both? Certainly history pro- 
vides the candle to light our feet as we advance, but, on the 
other hand, our very advance may be into a fuller, richer, and 
more significant past, where we may dwell contentedly, using 
the present only as the soi! within which may be found the data 
for its reconstruction, and the vantage point for its interpreta- 
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tion and romantic enjoyment, and the field of interesting con- 
troversies with rival historians. 


Much have I travelled in the realms of gold, 
And many goodly states and kingdoms seen, 
Round many western islands have I been 


Which bards in tealty to Apollo hold 


Certainly the historical scholar and those who are privileged 
to see the resplendent past through the medium of trained 
vision and sympathetic imagination are not disjunctively bound 
either to the strategic use of its treasures in fighting soctety’s 
advancing campaigns or to an irrevocable domicile in its pic- 
tured realms. Or shall we say of the historically minded, vestigra 
nulla retrorsum? The answer is in the negative Not only do 
we find the historically minded dwelling comfortably on both 
horns of the spustous dilemma, but the forward impulse gathets 
momentum from the concreting past, while its very furniture, 
tapestries, and personae are created in the factories of ongoing 
experience. The histories that have most fastened upon men’s 
minds have been political and cultural propaganda, and every 
great social movement has flashed back its light to discover a 
new past. 

But the question I have asked 1s somewhat more hidden and 
technical than that which has just been answered Is the actual 
object of knowledge, the significant content which historical 
research reveals, the past object as implied in the present, or ts 
it a newly discovered present which can only be known and 
interpreted in the past which it involves? My own answer, 
which I do not expect to find sympathetically received, 1s the 
latcer; still [ would like to present tt 

The answer turns, as I have indicated, more or less upon the 
identification of knowledge with scientific research. If knowl- 
edge 1s the mere presence of an object in experience, if these 
walls and windows, these chairs and lights, and the people in 
the room, are, by grace of their being perceptually related to 
us, objects of our knowledge, then the person whom you dis- 
cover to have wntten the hitherto anonymous document 18, 


History and the Expertmental Method 63 


where he was and when he was, the object of your knowledge 
You have simply by means of scientific research extended your 
specious present so that this formerly unrecognizable individual 
has been drawn out of the shadows, and, 1n this novel temporal 
perspective, he becomes one more figure 1n the world. His being 
there 1n your perspective 1s your knowledge of him This defini- 
tion of knowledge, this identification of the object of knowledge 
with the so-called percept, whether a percept by virtue of the 
eye of the imagination, 1n company with various other pragma- 
tists I reject—and for reasons with which { will not burden you, 
though I will point out that the rejection sweeps out a vast 
amount of philosophic riffraff known as epistemology, and re- 
leves one of the hopeless task of bridge-building from a world 
of one’s states of consciousness to an outside world that can 
never be reached. 


Knowledge, I conceive, 1s the discovery through the implica- 
tion of things and events of some thing or things which enable 
us to carry on whete a problem had held us up. It is the fact 
that we can carry on that guarantees our knowledge. 

I should like to adduce in favor of this view that it 1s the only 
doctrine that justifies the feeling of assurance in knowledge 
We cannot find justification in a permanent and trrefragable 
past. Each generation and often different minds within a gen- 
eration have discovered different pasts. And these pasts are not 
only different because they have become more spacious and 
richer in detail They have become essentually different in their 
fundamental significance We speak of the past as final and it- 
1evocable. There 1s nothing that 1s less so, 1f we take it as the 
pictured extension which each generation has spread behind 
itself One past displaces and abrogates another as inexorably 
as the rising generation buries the old. How many different 
Caesars have crossed the Rubicon since 1800° But, you say, 
there must be identical events in each, else the new past could 
not displace the old and occupy its field Yes, there are coin- 
cidences of events that are relatively permanent, and which 
make possible translation from one historic account to another. 
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But coincidences of events are not the objects of our knowledge 
Through centuries the Mesopotamian magicians recorded the 
dim eclipses that disastrous twilight shed on half the nations 
and, with fear of change, perplexed their monarchs. The clever 
Greeks took over their Great Saros but saw planetary bodies 
interposed through the revolution of heavenly spheres about the 
central stable earth. Copernicus, more successful than his 
Greek prototype Aristarchus, with the hand of Joshua stayed 
the sun in the heavens and dispatched the earth with her 
satellite in an orbit about the sun to cast the stellar shadows 
that are no longer ominous; and now it 1s a matter of indiffer- 
ence to the relativist whether earth or sun revolve to bring 
about these eclipses. The Mesopotamian recognized fantastic 
gods in hostile chase, the Greek, incorruptible spheres within 
spheres. Since the Renaissance the Western world has known 
Inert masses moving through an indifferent space according to 
Newtonian laws. I am quite incompetent to paraphrase stellar 
history in an Einsteinian world, nor has eye seen or ear heard 
what new heavens and new earth will in another fifty or a 
hundred years displace ours in the history that that generation 
will write of its habitat In all the histories there were certain 
coincidences that ran through all and make a thread on which 
all may be strung in the history of histories But, whatever else 
they may be, these coincidences are but abstractions from the 
objects of our knowledge. They are not the past that interprets 
our present. 

No scientist secure in his experimental method would base 
that security upon the agreement of its results with the struc- 
ture of any changeless past that 1s within his ken. Indeed, if the 
past were fixed, there could be no more progress in knowledge, 
for every discovery refashions that past part passu with the 
present. 

Otherwise stated, the past 1s a working hypothesis that has 
validity in the present within which it works but has no other 
validity. However, the question of validity does not artse at 
all, except in the presence of some problem. It 1s only then that 
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we undertake to discover the solution to the problem and assure 
ourselves of its validity by experiment or observation in some 
crucial instance if possible. And then we say that we know. 
Whatever fits into the world that is there, so that we act with 
reference to 1t as we do with reference to the world that 1s there, 
so far as experience is concerned, 1s there also, until in conduct 
we find that it 1s not there; and then we have a problem on our 
hands and have to find out what ts there—a problem of inference, 
of implication, of knowledge 

That sort of knowledge belongs to the present and the future 
that tests the hypothetical present. It does not belong to the 
past, that is, 1t does not find its significance in the past Here 
again we have to distinguish between significance for knowledge 
and the significance that belongs, for example, to a drama. 
There is significance in President Wilson’s fight for the League 
of Nations that is a timeless significance like that of an Ibsen 
tragedy. The significance of the planetesimal hypothesis does 
not lie in the past aeons in which we assume its operation but tn 
our present use of 1t in stating a going universe. With new data 
it will be modified or laid aside. At present 1t is presumably 
truer than any other hypothesis. The past that 1s there for us, 
as the present 1s there, stands on the same basis as the world 
about us that 1s there The past that has to be found out, to be 
inferred, is appealing for its significance to our present under- 
taking of interpreting our world, so that it will be intelligible 
for present conduct and estimation 

The long and short of it 1s that the only reality of the past 
open to our reflective research 1s the implication of the present, 
that the only reason for research into the past 1s the present 
problem of understanding a problematic world, and the only 
test of the truth of what we have discovered 1s our ability to so 
state the past that we can continue the conduct whose inhibition 
has set the problem to us. 

Now this assumption of the pragmatist that the individual 
only thinks 1n order that he may continue an interrupted action, 
that the criterion of the correctness of his thinking 1s found in 
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his ability to carry on, and that the significant goal of his think- 
ing or research is found not in the ordered presentation of the 
subject matter of his research but in the uses to which it may 
be put, is very offensive to many people, and, I am aftaid, par- 
ticularly so to the historian. Pragmatism is segarded as a 
pseudo-philosophic formulation of that most obnoxious Amert. 
can trait, the worship of success, as the endowment of the four- 
flusher with a faked philosophic passport, the contemptuous 
swagger of a ghb and restless upstart in the company of the 
mighty but reverent spirits worshiping at the shrine of sub- 
sistent entities and timeless truth, a blackleg pacemaker 1n- 
troduced into the leisurely workshop of the spirit to speed up the 
processes of thinking sub specie aeternitatis, a Ford efficiency 
engineer bent on the mass production of philosophical tin hzzies 
These disparagements are all boomerangs, but I will not con- 
stitute this a clinic in which to demonstrate the contusions 
which those who have hurled them have suffered, but will ad- 
dress myself to the single charge that this philosophy would 
dispossess men of the leisured contemplation and enjoyment of 
the past 

First of all, pragmatism holds no brief against aesthetic expe- 
rience. It 1s an activity to be acknowledged tke all other haman 
activities, and like these it faces its own problems, those of 
appreciation, and solves them by reflection When by reflection 
have been reconstructed the landscapes of that mighty world 
of eye and ear, or of the confused pageants of the past, the spirit 
enters into 1ts enjoyment with the sense 

Of something far more deeply interfused, 
Whose dwelling ts the light of setting suns, 


And the round ocean and the living air, 
And the blue sky, and in the mind of man 


But beside the literary historian, whose works are as precious 
as are those of the great dramatists and architects, there 1s the 
dry-as-dust, or, as he is called today, the scientific, historian 
Fs criterion may not be aesthetic, at least not until he has 
satisfied his scientific conscience His task 1s the scrupulous de- 
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termination of facts, the formation of hypotheses and the test- 
ing of them by the data within the reach of his investigation, 
But facts are not there to be picked up They have to be dis- 
sected out, and data are the most difficult of abstractions in any 
field More particularly, their very form 1s dependent upon the 
problem within which they lie. There 1s, of course, a vast 
amount of machinery involved in the storing, cataloguing and 
analyzing of unbound material, pertinent and impertinent, but 
the working of this machinery does not constitute the work of 
the historian It is but his apparatus 

It 1s, after all, in the problem that he finds the definition of 
his data, and 1n its solution the test of his sufficiency. Have 
those problems any other residence than in the need to better 
comprehend the society of which we are a part, and 1s the com- 
prehension of that society anything but the considerate effort 
to face conduct in that society intelligently? I do not think so 
I think we overlook the intricate organization of the republic 
of letters to which we belong. A man picks up a problem and 
calls 1t his, with perhaps slight appreciation that he 1s taking 
up a task which arises out of the conflict of insistent soctal 
processes, for the solution of which he has volunteered He 
makes it his own, but he did not originate it. The academic 
attitude of creating problems for Doctor’s theses ts not favor- 
able to the just realization of what problems are when they are 
genuine. And then the man who has taken up the assignment 
naturally magnifies his office. He looks at the results of his la- 
bors sub specie aeternitatis because he does not see just what 
part of the whole job his has been. It requires the detached 
attitude of a later day to see the fruit of his efforts combined 
with that of many others 1n a shift of the community’s attitude 
toward the incompetency of its institutions. 

Now the past that 1s thus constituted 1s a perspective, and 
what will be seen in that perspective, and what will be the rela- 
tions between 1ts elements, depends upon the point of reference. 
If we wish to regard it metaphysically, there are an infinite 
number of possible perspectives, each of which will give a 
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different definition to the parts and reveal different relations 
between them. Which of these particular perspectives is the 
right one, metaphysically? There 1s no answer to the question, 
except a mystical engulfing of all the perspectives and ourselves 
with them in the Absolute, But the Absolute answers no que- 
ries. It provides emotional aspirations at the price of intellec- 
tual immolation. 

This particular perspective 1s there, thanks to the particular 
problem of social reconstruction that 1s going on, and with the 
change in the situation all of its features will have suffered a 
transformation, and the landscape will melt into other contours 
as they do for the eye of him who ascends a mountain. Its 
significance is eternally fixed in the eternally passing and crea- 
tive present The most that we can do 1s to find the constants 
of coincident events, in themselves bloodless abstractions, by 
which to translate from one consentient set to another, to use 
the jargon of the relativist. 

I do not think that this standpoint abrogates from the po- 
tency or impressiveness of the past, or relaxes the sinews of the 
historian; unless it be from the standpoint of the lotus-eater 
for whom 


All things are taken from us and become portions and parcels of the 
dreadful past 


Looking over wasted lands, 


Blight and famine, plague and earthquake, roaring deeps and fiery 
sands, 


Clanging fights and flaming towns, and sinking ships and praying hands 


The past 1s impressive as it emerges into that form and 


structure which gives solidity and significance to the hasting 
and evanescent present. 


Part Three 


I 
THE PROCESS OF MIND IN NATURE 


THE EFFECT OF MODERN PHYSICAL SCIENCE 
ON THE CONCEPT OF MIND 


HREE logically disparate factors have largely influ- 
enced the conception of mind entertained since the pe- 
riod of the Renaissance: the bifurcation of nature, the 
relation of the object of experience to the experiencing indi- 
vidual, and the location of contents 1n experience which have 
no definite place in an abstract physical environment 
The conception of nature which was introduced by Galileo, 
through his doctrine of dynamics, reduced it to a statement of 
matter in motion, Matter was conceived of as that which effec- 
tively occupies space, Le., resists the tendency of anything else 
to occupy the place which 1s occupied by the body 1n question, 
possesses inertia, 1e, the tendency to remain in the state of 
rest of motion in which it 1s found, has mass, 1e , has a quantity 
which can be measured, given equal density with other things 
with which it 1s compared, by the amount of space occupied; 
and has mobility, ie, the ability to pass from one place to an- 
other provided its inertia 1s overcome There were, of course, 
other characters of matter which had to be recognized, notably 
the charactets of chemical substances, heat, and those of elec- 
tricity Heat was resolved into motion of the physical particles 
of which, the objects of experience are made up. The electro- 
dynamic theory of matter undertakes to state chemical char- 
acters In terms of the changes which result from the structure 
of so-called chemical substances out of the two sorts of electrical! 
particles, positive and negative, which it assumes are the ulti 
mate constituents of matter If nature 1s ultimately made up of 
positive and negative particles of electricity which possess mass 
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and inertia, the only other character which it has, apart from 
the aggregations of these particles and their motions, 1s that of 
the differences of the positive and negative particles, which can 
be stated in terms of mass, volume, and motion 

The more or less tacit acceptance of this doctrine that the 
reality of material nature can be reduced to terms of extended 
matter in motion carries with it the implication that these char- 
acters of nature which are not those of the effective occupation 
of space, motion, and the results of these, such as momentum, 
and in general what are called expressions of energy, do not 
reside in nature Color, sound, temperature as felt, odor, taste, 
as well as all the affective characters of things, could not reside 
in nature in its reality The simplest treatment of such char- 
acters was to place them in mind, as the effects on mind of the 
action of a nature which was nothing but matter in motion. 

The organism that mediates between nature and mind 1s 1t- 
selfa natural object and must, therefore, on this conception be 
stated in terms of matter in motion The study of it 1n 3ts 
mediation between nature and mind can show the natural proc- 
esses which go on within it when these characters of things, 
which must be regarded as mental, arise Thus there arose a 
physiological psychology It found itself with a further task up- 
on its hands These so-called secondary qualities of things 
could not be separated from the primary qualities, 1e, those 
answering to the rea] characters of natural objects (effective 
occupation of space, mass, inertia, and motion), at least in so 
far as our perception of them was concerned The same sort of 
a bivlogic process goes on 1n our perception of things as extended 
and inert and moving that goes on in our perception of things 
as colored and sounding If color and sound were mental, why 
should not extension, 1nertia, mass, and motion be mental? And 
Berkeley drew the logical conclusion that nature in all its char- 
acters 1s mental. Hume pointed out that, while we might be 
forced into taking this position by logical procedure from the 
premises from which we started, we could not preserve this 
belief the moment we stopped philosophizing, and science con- 
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tinued to pursue its account of nature unperturbed by the diffi- 
culttes which its generally accepted doctrines had upon the 
theory of mind. 

What I wish to point out is that the theory of mind found it- 
self obliged to make a place for contents which, for immediate 
experience, belong as definitely to the outer object as those char- 
acters which science concetves to be the nature of the things that 
are entirely independent of mind. 

The mechanical theory of nature which has dominated mod- 
ern science seems bound to state the relations of minds to mat- 
ter and of matter to minds in terms of mechanical processes 
which by their nature leave no place for mind and so-called 
mental processes. As all mechanical processes can be exhaus- 
tively stated in terms of matter in motion, there 1s no place in 
its equations for the so-called states of consciousness which be- 
came necessary to state the contents of the secondary qualities 
of things—the effects which objects have upon the mind through 
the medium of the organism, the imagery which could not be 
stated in terms of matter and motion, together with the affec- 
tive characters of things. The logical account of such a situa- 
tion appeared in a parallelism which assumed conscious states 
accompanying certain material conditions of the nervous sys- 
tem regarded as a part of a mechanical whole These conscious 
states could have no place in the mechanical description of na- 
ture. The connections between minds and things became simply 
that of the simultaneous appearance of certain physical parti- 
cles 1n motion and certain conscious states, the former being the 
conditions for the appearance of the latter. One of the results 
of this conception has been to translate all conscious activity 
into states of consciousness which merely accompany the nerv- 
ous phases of motions in the body In general, the connections 
between the experiencing individual and the things experienced 
—conceived in their physical reality—were reduced to a passive 
conditioning of states of consciousness by a mechanical nature. 

Into such a mind was carried, as previously mdicated, what- 
ever in nature could not be stated in terms of matter in motion 
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This included not simply the so-called secondary qualities but 
also the whole content of imagery which goes so largely into 
our perceptual objects, and especially all the aesthetic and other 
emotional and affective characters of things. The result of this 
was to force upon the mind the presentation of the world of 
actual experience with all its characters, except, perhaps, the 
so-called primary characters of things. Mind had, therefore, a 
representational world that was supposed to answer to the 
physical world, and the connection between this world and the 
physical world remained a mystery. 


PRAGMATIC REACTIONS TO A SCIENTIFICALLY 
INSPIRED DUALISM 


The unsatisfactory result of this division of nature between 
mind and the physical universe led to the objective idealistic 
systems in which nature was taken entirely into mind not as the 
representation of an actual or possible reality outside of mind 
but as the sum total of reality, the subject-object relation ex- 
isting not between mind and what lies outside of mind but be- 
tween different phases of the spiritual process of reality. The 
undertaking failed, for one reason, because 1t identified the proc- 
ess of reality with cognition, while experience shows that the 
reality which cognition seeks lies outside of cognition, was there 
before cognitionarose, and exists in independence of cognition 
after knowledge has been attained 

Two modern trends of thought have appeared seeking to rec- 
ognize the independence of nature over against cognition and, 
at the same time, to return to nature the content which had 
been placed in mind Realism has reduced cognition to an 
awareness by mind of all the aspects of nature, asserting that all 
of these—secondary qualities as well as the primary qualities— 
simply enter into mind and depart from it without being affect- 
ed by the contact. The other trend, that of pragmatism, regards 
cognition as simply a phase of conduct, denying any awareness 
toimmediate experience Itis the relation of mind to body from 
the standpoint of pragmatism that I wish to consider, 


The Process of Mind in Nature 73 


Two pragmatic doctrines have definite bearing on the rela- 
tion of mind and body These are (a) that the so-called percept 
in immediate experience is the object, there being no mental 
state of awareness answering to the object, and (4) that reflec- 
tion, including cognition and thought, 1s a phase of conduct 
within which conflicts between reactions are met by reorganiza- 
tion of the environment and of the tendencies within the organ- 
ism to respond to 1t—the validity of the reorganization, and 
therefore of the object of reflection, being tested by the success 
of the reconstruction. It follows from these doctrines that in 
immediate experience there is no mind, 1n the sense of reflection, 
the relation that answers to that between mind and body being 
that between a social animal and its environment. 

This relation will le between things in the environment (or 
the environment as a whole of which the things are constituent 
parts) and the individual as anothe: thing. The dividing-line 
between the environment and the individual in immediate ex- 
perience is functional, The individual acts, and that upon which 
and within which he acts is the environment The hair that he 
has cut, the tooth that he has pulled, and the foot that he bathes 
belong to the environment. The organism that effects these 
processes 18 the individual. The contents of the things in the 
environment are their colors, sounds, tactual qualities, odors, 
and tastes, their beauty or ugliness, their meanings and values, 
including characters of past and anticipated experience that 
go to make up the object. The content of the individual in 1m- 
mediate experience seems to shrink to the efforts and strains 
involved in attention, postures, and movements of the body, 
with such boundaries as actual or anticrpated contacts define 
This statement has reference to what are called physical things, 
as distinguished from social things The social environment Is a 
narrower one than the physical environment The physical en- 
vironment also includes the social environment, that is, social 
things are also physical things. But persons, or selves, are 
things in our immediate experience, and the individual in that 
social environment of things is himself a person, or, better, a 
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self. The same distinction between things in the environment 
and the individual holds here that holds between the physical 
things and the physical individual in whose environment they 
le. ‘hig amounts to saying that social objects, or persons, are 
immediately present in experience, or, 1n customary psychologi- 
cal language, are perceived The social indrvidual or self exists 
in his efforts and tensions in social conduct toward the social 
individuals that have all the characters that belong to them as 
neighbors, members of families, or other groups. They have 
besides these characters those of physical beings. The bound- 
aries of social things and of the individual as a social being are 
determined by contacts in social conduct Social conduct pre. 
supposes a group of animals whose life-processes are deter- 
mined in considerable part by the actions and the consequences 
of these actions on the part of one another These actions called 
out by the peculiar characters, postures, and gestures of the dif- 
ferent members of the group constitute social conduct. It 1s 1m- 
portant to note that in immediate experience the environment 
and the things within it extend both spatially and temporally, 
that things are therefore at distances from one another, that 
they change qualitatively and move, and that these relations of 
extension in immediate experience are always with reference to 
the here and the now of the individual that answers to the par- 
ticular environment Things exist immediately at a distance, 
and they occur immediately before and after one another. 
Spatiotemporal intervals are judged and criticized in reflective 
experience, but, in order that they may be judged, they must 
exist immediately and in the organization centered about the 
here and now of the individual implied in the experience. 

The other characters of things besides those of extension, 
those in psychological terminology termed sensuous, and the 
meanings and other values, are subject also to the organization 
of envionment and individual In immediate experience the 
import of this determining nature of the relation between en- 
vironment and the individual appears in the differences 1n all 
the foregoing fields which results from the different positions, 
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sensings, and acts of attention of the individual. The individual 
opens his eyes, changes his position, and directs his attention, 
so that the chatacters of things may become different Further- 
more, the meanings and other values of things are relative to 
the particular act 1n which in tmmediate experience the indi- 
vidual exists as an agent. The action of the individual in all the 
fields of so-called experience 1s selective The contents of things 
in immediate experience are in a considerable degree dependent 
upon the individual as acting, as an agent. In this sense the en- 
vironment of the individual is relative to the individual If an 
individual sees two objects where there should be one, or the 
reflection of an object in a mirror, or a circular object as an 
ellipse, or a straight stick in water as bent, he may turn his head, 
or move to another position, or move the object so as to see the 
object as it 1s; but he feels no inclination to place the double 
objects, the reflection, the elliptical coin, or the bent stick, in 
himself, except in so far as the inclination may be logical, owing 
to a reflective philosophical attitude. In immediate experience 
these so-called :llusory aspects of things are in the environment. 
In most cases they are adequate stimuli to normal conduct 
They are so genuinely in the environment that, 1f we undertake 
for doctrinal reasons to place them in a consciousness, we find 
that they take the whole environment with them We are not 
disturbed by having two distinguishable visual images occupy 
the same place at the same time in inadequately focused binocu- 
lar vision. The afterimage, or aftervision, of a bright object 
may be placed at different places in the environment, and we 
may thus vary its dimensions. We are in the same domain of 
perceptual experience when we recognize the content of memory 
imagery in the object. We see on the printed page words, light 
from which never reaches the retina We see the face of an ac- 
quaintance, only to discover that a so-called image has filled 
out the indistinct vision of another person We see things hard 
and cold and smooth and succulent, and there are sensuous con- 
tents present that bear the same immediate relation to the tn- 
dividual as do those of vision When we recall the tenuous im- 
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apes of a past vivid experience, these 1mages are out there some- 
where in the environment, 1n no way disturbing the vision of 
things we say to be actually there. In dreams such images oc- 
cupy the whole field of immediate experience, and in hallucina- 
tions they compete with other experiences for what we call 
reality 


THE ACT IN RELATION TO DISTANCE AND 
CONTACT EXPERIENCES 


Our primary adjustment to an environment lies in the act 
which determines the relation between the individual and the 
environment. An act is an ongoing event that consists of stimu- 
lation and response and the results of the response Back of 
these lie the attitudes and impulses of the individual which are 
responsible for his sensitiveness to the particular stimulus and 
for the adequacy of the response. It 1s the adequacy of the re- 
sponse which 1n immediate experience determines the reality 
of the stimulation. Things are not real as seen o1 heard or 
smelled, they are real as actually or potentially experienced 
through contact 

In immediate experience events are present 1n a temporal as 
well as a spatial thickness. The psychological term for this tem- 
poral thickness 1s the specious present, and this involves an ac- 
tual duration of things in which, to use Whitehead’s expression, 
an event extends over other events that make it up A reflec- 
tive analysis of this duration breaks it up into instants without 
temporal thickness that have no relation except that of succes- 
sion A group of such instantaneous events can have no inner 
durational connection with one another, such as that of whole 
and parts, since each event has ceased to exist before the next 
arises. We replace in reflection the actual wholeness of duration- 
al experience in two ways either by a thought-conspectus of the 
succession of ymstantaneous events or by the conception of a 
persistent force which finds expression in the events The con- 
spectus reveals uniformities of change, which become the scien- 
tific content of the concept of force. The reflective judgments 
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that belong to such a scientific procedure are on a different logi- 
cal level from judgments of perception, though the term “Judg- 
ment” in immediate experience 1s probably a misnomer There 
is, however, in immediate experience, with its actual durational 
connection of stimulation and response, a fulfilment of the for- 
mer by the latter that I take to be the basis for the reflective 
judgments of reality The response 1s functionally the reality 
of the stimulation, the end of the act the reality of its beginning. 
The stimulation implies the response The fundamental expres- 
sion of this is found in the location of the reality of the distance 
experience 1n contact experience The completion of any act 
called out by a distant object would, 1f all its tendencies were 
carried out, eventuate in contact objects 

The contacts which are the realities of distant experience are, 
however, the means for further action, either in the completion 
of fundamental biologic acts, such as that of eating, or in the 
mediation of more complex acts Contacts in immediate experi- 
ence are in themselves never ultimates If we set them up ina 
mechanical science as the reality of the world, we must remem- 
ber that in conduct they always look beyond themselves to fur- 
ther conduct 

Recurring to the values of the different elements in the per- 
ceptual object, it 1s to be noted that distance stimulation has in 
it the promise of later experience that justifies or validates it 
This later actual or imaged experience is of the same nature as 
that of the contacts which we are immediately experiencing, 
in which the distance characters disappear. The world of real- 
ity that we assume to be existing at any one moment of experi- 
ence is, then, of a contact character—things that could be han- 
dled, or the divisions of these contact objects which sctence sets 
up as its hypotheses In so far as our Judgments of perceptions 
and those of reflection place these contact contents in the ob- 
jects, they have necessarily removed their distance characters, 
for the contact character implies that the distance has been sur- 
mounted and that the result of the act has substituted the real- 
ities of contact for the beginnings of the act. It is true that we 
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can generally see what we feel, but the sight is only an invita- 
tion to manipulation. However, this vision of the object that 
we at the same time manipulate is of fundamental importance, 
It is the maximum vision toward which all visions of the object 
expand as it approaches us or we approach tt, and 1s that visual 
content which does not perceptibly vary 1n the perceptual field. 
Even this visual content varies as we permit the eyes to ap- 
proach or withdraw from the object, but within the field of ma- 
nipulation the 1mport of these variations disappears because we 
can always identify the seen thing with the dimensions of the 
felt thing. Having made this identification, we proceed to use 
the richer content of visual experience to identify the same ob- 
ject in different positions, and the finer discriminations of vision 
for the higher degrees of exactness in measurement. The proc- 
esses of so-called exact measurement are indirect and depend 
upon the probabilities of variation, but back of them hes the as- 
sumption of an application in actual or imagined contact exper- 
ence of some sort of a unit measure This contact extensional 
experience remains the same wherever we are, while visual ex- 
perience varies with every change of position. The uniform 
space of a measureable world 1s, therefore, a contact space 

It is further evident that such a uniform space must also be 
a timeless space, for we assume the completion of all the acts 
which perception implies, and, if they are all completed, the 
time which their normal carrying-out would involve must be 
annihilated. A uniform space can be obtained only by the sacrt- 
fice of time. But time does exist What has been termed “‘judg- 
ment of perception” (the implication that a contact experience 
does or will validate the distance stimulation) does not in im- 
mediate experience remove the distance—say, visual—char- 
acter of the obyect from the realm of existence, or even substi- 
tute the contact character, which validates it, for the distance 
content. The colored, sounding, odorous world 1s there The 
individual, apart from the effort involved in reaction, seems to 
be represented by the “‘here” and the “now,” and by the control 
which he exercises over the contents of the environment through 
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selective attention This orientation and selective attention 
are, however, but phases of the act There 1s nothing in this 
nature of the individual which suggests transferring any of these 
characters of an environment which 1s there at a distance to the 
individual. The fact that what 1s felt 1s not, as felt, colored or 
sounding, does not suggest that color and sound are not in the 
object as it exists at a distance, though the ultimate contact ex- 
perience 18 the justification for the action which they call out— 
for their being, 1n other words, distant objects Nor 1s there any 
problem in the relation of the distant stimulations to the indi- 
vidual in immediate experience. What 1s later interpreted as an 
epistemological problem appears here simply in getting ade- 
quate stimulation and in hesitancy to response in the presence 
of different stimuli. Nor is there any suggestion in the success 
or failure of the act that what are later termed the logical and 
affective values of the objects can be transferred to the indi- 
vidual There 1s at this stage in conduct no problem of mind 
and body. So far as the self exists at this stage, 1t 1s a part of the 
environment like the body, or it 1s the active individual in social 
responses. 


THE FUNCTION OF THE SELF IN CONDUCT 


The essential condition for the appearance of what has been 
conceived of as mind is that the individual in acting with refer- 
ence to the environment should, as part of that action, be acting 
with reference to himself, so that his action would include 
himself as an object. This does not mean that the individual 
should simply act with reference to parts of his organism, even 
when that action 1s social, but 1t does mean that the whole ac- 
tion toward the object upon which attention 1s centered includes 
as a part of this action a reaction toward the individual him- 
self If this 1s attained, the self as an object becomes a part of 
the acting individual, ie, the individual has attained what is 
called self-consciousness—a self-consciousness that accompanies 
his conduct, or may accompany a portion of his conduct. 

There are two things to point out here: one 1s the function of 
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making the individual himself an object in his own act; the other 
is the mechamsm of this conduct. 

The making of an individual an object to himself is not found 
in immediate experience. In immediate experience the introduc. 
tion of one’s self into the act 1s hampering and embarrassing In 
conduct within which readjustment must take place before the 
act 1s completed, there is at least a place for such an involution 
as that of making one’s self an object in acting with reference to 
the environment. Given such a situation, in which because of 
conflict, readjustment must take place, the function of making 
one’s self an object seems to lie entirely in so pointing out to 
one’s self the different characters of things that a readjustment 
of responses will become possible. Control in intelligent con- 
duct takes place through attentive selection of stimulations 
There 1s no direct control of the response. Control 1s secured 
through the finding and emphasizing of the appropriate stimul: 
in their relation to one another. Selective attention may be 
given to different features of the objective field, without the in- 
dividual pointing them out to himself. Under these conditions 
a readjustment may take place without what we term “‘reflec- 
tion” This is the solution of problems by trial and error. 

In the trial-and-error solution studied in the experimentation 
on animals, we find that a number of trials with faslure are neces- 
sary to inhibit the wrong response, while the intelligent human 
individual does not simply repeat the response that has failed 
In the experience of the lower animal the memory image of the 
failure does not arise to inhibit the response until repeated farl- 
ures have taken place. The human individual in indicating 
himself as carrying out an act provides a suitable content for the 
attachment of the memory image. This 1s to be recognized not 
only in experimentation upon animals but also in our own con- 
duct. There is a considerable field of our conduct where we also 
proceed by trial and error. This 1s true in the acquirement of a 
great deal of our manual skill in games, or in the control of such 
mechanisms as the bicycle or musical instruments. We gain the 
control after repeated failures which we can correct only grad- 
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ually. What appears upon analysis of this conduct is that the 
individual cannot indicate to himself exactly what he 1s doing, 
or, what is the same thing, exactly to what stimulus he 1s re- 
sponding. He does not present himself as responding to a spe- 
cific stimulus in a definite fashion. The identification of the self 
with a certain act serves to 1solate it and render it definite, so 
that the results of past experience enter into 1t to control its 
further expression. In the situation noted above, in which one 
acquires manual skill by the trial-and-error process, what 1s ex- 
pertenced is that one cannot tell what one has done that has 
been responsible for one’s failure. The individual 1s unable to 
identify himself with a specific response. He repeats the same 
inept motions until gradually he finds himself adjusting himself 
to the field of stimulation, responding to characters that he has 
not noted, but still without being able to identify himself with a 
specific response or to determine just what it is to which he re- 
sponds in his successful acts But where stimulus and response 
define each other clearly, as in leaping over a ditch, or in pound- 
ing with a hammer, there he can indicate to himself the stimu- 
lus, the self to which it is indicated appearing in the tendency 
to leap or strike. If the tendency 1s for the moment inhibited, 
the results of past experience arise, and he finds himself noting 
to himself elements in the object which were present in the 
earlier experience, at the same time identifying himself with the 
varied response, or tendency to respond, which these characters 
call out, saying, “I cannot jump it,” or “The hammer is out of 
my reach” The effect of this is not simply to leave the tndi- 
vidual in an attitude of defeat over against a forbidding en- 
vironment as a whole, but with a specific object (an unjump- 
able ditch, a hammer out of reach) while the rest of the environ- 
ment 1s freed from this atmosphere of defeat and is ready to 
call out other reactions. There is a further result, namely, that 
the ongoing process of advance to a distant goal (such as driv- 
ing the nail) is present as a self that 1s seeking to advance in 
some other way than by direct progress, that is seeking to drive 
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the nail by some other method than by an immediate seizing of 
the hammer. 

The general result 1s that other tendencies to action are freed 
to sensitize us to additional stimulations. The psychological 
elements of an object are a definite stimulation answering to a 
definite response plus the results of past experience of the re. 
sponse The object is a collapsed act. It 1s when these results 
of past experience have attached themselves to the stimulations 
that we find a field of objects within which we can act intelli- 
gently. The conflict, together with its inhibition, breaks up 
these objects, and its not until new objects have arisen that 
intelligent conduct can proceed. What 1s essential to this re- 
construction 1s such an analysis of a complex act that that which 
has checked the whole act may be identified with the specific 
part of the act to which it belongs, for 1t 1s only when a definite 
tendency to respond answers to a stimulation that it becomes a 
distinct part of the field of perception and can assimilate the 
memory images of past experience. To isolate a part of a com. 
plex act ts, then, to expose the field to the independent sensitiz- 
ing influence of the other tendencies which were so organized 
that they acted under the conditions set by the whole act The 
immediate function of the appearance of the self in experience 1s 
that of analyzing the complex response, in the face of conflict, so 
that a new field of objects may appear together with a recon- 
structed act. This takes place through the identification of the 
self with the defeated element of the act, and then with the en- 
tire act, deprived of this element, seeking to reorganize itself 
out of elements freed from the former organization, sensitizing 
us to characters 1n the field of stimulation to which we would 
otherwise not have responded, that 1s, which would not other- 
wise have existed as objects for us in the environment 

The further function of the self as an object in the field of 
action 1s to be found in the attention to the universal character 
of the object in the environment, and its abstraction by means 


of symbols of communication in the form of what 1s called 
ideas. 
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Whatever endures in the midst of the passing of events 
(whether this be some sensuous content that persists while other 
characters come and go, or a structure of the thing that admits 
of change of content, or an aesthetic, logical, or ethical content 
that persists while other characters shift) 1s 1n so far universal, 
for it 1g a character of which there are a number of instances and 
of which there might be an indefinite number W3thin the struc. 
ture of the thing these universals may also disappear while the 
structure remains, since there may be what are called more in- 
clusive and less inclusive universals It 1s these persistent char- 
acters which can be indicated to others or to one’s self, for only 
that which persists can be indicated. That which 1s indicated 
must last while attention is held upon it and directed toward it. 
Such an indication of a character by a spectfic social gesture, 
generally vocal, with the tendency to respond to the character 
pointed out, 1s what 1s called an idea that answers to the uni- 
versal content. It 1s the attitude of response to these universal 
characters which answers to them 1n the individual The re- 
sponses are universal because they may be called out by any 
number of different stimult and so answer to that universal 
character in the object which calls them out In the experience 
of individuals they are the criteria by which we identify the 
universal characters in things. Whatever one tends to sit down 
in is a chair. Whatever one places 1n a scale of colors 1s a cer- 
tain blue. We identify the universal contents in things by pre- 
senting ourselves as responding to them, and we call these re- 
sponses aroused by the significant symbols of social gestures, or 
language, the meanings of things It1s because we can summon 
ourselves, as organizations of responses, into the field of exper- 
ence by means of these symbols, that we are able to isolate these 
meanings and so further the reorganization of our responses in 
a plan of action. 

The mechanism of bringing the self as an object into the 
field of experience implies two things. first, that the individual 
indicates things and their characters to others, and second, that 
the stimulus of which he makes use 1s one to which he tends to 
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respond in the same fashion as that in which the others re- 
spond, Such stimuli are found chiefly among the vocal gestures, 
which thus become language symbols, significant symbols Back 
of this developed process of speech l1es that long process 1n 1n- 
fancy of stimulating one’s self by one’s own social conduct and 
attitudes to play the parts which one’s conduct and attitudes 
call out in those about one It is a process which has passed 
under the misnomer of imitation It leads through play to the 
building-up of these responses in the roles of others into a self 
or personality. In this part of the self the child indicates to 
himself what he wants and can discuss with himself things and 
actions from the varied standpoints which these different re- 
sponses represent Thus in the experience of the individual a 
self has arisen to serve the functtons of reflectively attaching to 
things and their characters the results of past experience and of 
indicating and isolating the meanings of things 


THE NATURE OF MENTAL PROCESSES 


It 1s evident that the mental processes are Just those phases 
of conduct into which the self as an object has come to deepen 
and render significant our analysis and to make possible the ra- 
tional solution of our problems. So far as the significant sym- 
bols which the individual uses are stimuli to his own responses, 
these processes lie 1n the individual. So far as things, characters, 
and imagery are indicated, the processes extend beyond the in- 
dividual. The locus of mind 1s not in the individual, Mental 
processes are fragments of the complex conduct of the individual 
in and on his environment The objects and contents of the ob- 
jects are as much in the environment in the reflective processes 
as in those of immedtate experience. What has taken place in 
the reflective phase of human experience is this. the actual de- 
pendence of the environment upon the individual, which 1s not 
present in immediate experience but which has always existed 
in the relations of living forms to their environments, has, 
through the appearance in experience of the self as an object, 
passed into the control which the individual exercises over the 


The Process of Mind in Nature 85 


environment. We have referred to two phases of this control. 
One of these 1s the appearance of new objects through the refer- 
ence of failures 1n response to the specific stimulations that call 
out the response The double reference of past experiences of 
the act to the objects and to the self puts at the disposal of the 
individual results of responses in their relation to what called 
them out but do not, or may not, immediately appear. We ex- 
press this in the term “recollection,” meaning by this that we 
summon and control memory imagery, both 1n the analysis of 
the object and the complex response to the object, through its 
place in the self extending into the past from the “specious 
present.” The second phase is found in the appearance of re- 
sponses which had belonged to complex acts, but which in the 
inhibition of the act can answer to the new objects appearing 
in the environment. These responses constitute, as we have 
seen, the meaning of these obyects when they have been indi- 
cated by the significant symbols of social conduct and are called 
ideas. It will be seen that, while an indefinite number of in- 
stances of objects in nature appear in our Immediate experience, 
new objects arise 1n reflective experience only through the inter- 
action of the individual and the environment by means of the 
mediation of the self as an object 

There 1s another phase of mental processes which has been 
barely indicated above, but which calls for further reference 
This is the unity of the analyzed or diversified field of the en- 
vironment, and of the responses that inhibition has set free from 
the organization of the earlier act What ts preserved 1s the wid- 
er organization of the life-process within which the inhibited 
act lay. One way of expressing this 1s to say that the environ- 
ment exists for the individual as that within which the more 1n- 
clusive act must go on, as containing the conditions for any 
solution of the problem which arises out of the conflict. The 
unity of the environment ts that of organization of the condi- 
tions for the solution of the problem. The problem itself exists 
within the Jarger inclusive activity which must go on in some 
different form, under some reorganization of the parts of the 


86 The Social Psychology of George Herbert Mead 


act in the presence of the conditions which appear in the en- 
vironment This unity appears in experience through and in the 
self as an object, In an experience within which individual and 
environment mutually determine each other, the umty of the 
environment and of its constituent objects as well as that of the 
individual arises out of the activity of the individual In so far 
as the individual acts with himself as an object, this organiza- 
tion of the environment and its objects in terms of the condt- 
tions of the solution of the problem, and the larger act within 
which the inhibited process lies, make the problem itself an ob- 
ject for the individual In customary phraseology we say the 
individual knows what he is trying to do and what are the con- 
ditions of his doing it. 

A further question arises in regard to this reflexive intelligent 
conduct concerning the fashion in which the self as an object 
becomes a part of the individual. In the play period of little 
children this reflexive act has not yet taken place The child in 
one role addresses himself naively in another role These roles 
are not at first organized into a personality, the child simply 
passing from the one into the other as the conduct in one calls 
out aresponseintheother In more consecutive play, especially 
of two or more children, the tendencv to take other parts comes 
In to stimulate and control the execution of the part assumed 
Thus a child wall stop and applaud himself and then resume his 
performance Ifthe play becomes a consecutive whole, the tend- 
ency to take all the parts at the appropriate moments 1s present 
in the attitude of the individual child, controlling his entire con- 
duct The child becomes a generalized actor-manager, directing, 
applauding, and criticizing his own roles as well as those of 
others 

[t 15 the attainment of this degree of personality which marks 
the passage from the period of play to that of games The na- 
ture of the game ts such that every act in the game is determined 
and qualihed bv all the other acts This is expressed by the 
rules of the game, and implies in each individual a generalized 
plaver that 1s present in every part that 1s taken What takes 
place in this dramatic fashion in children’s plays and games evi- 
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life of the family, and of other groups in which the child finds 
himself Through assuming the roles of others, to which he has 
stimulated himself by his own conduct, he 1s organizing them 
into generalized attitudes and becomes a member of the famuly, 
of the school, and of his set I have already indicated the capital 
part which language plays in this process, owing to the fact 
that in the use of the vocal gesture the individual tends to arouse 
in himself the same response as that which he calls out in others 
In a word, the self as an object becomes a part of the individual 
through his having assumed the generalized attitude of a mem- 
ber of the group to which that self belongs, a group that widens 
until it takes in all rational individuals, that is, all individuals 
who could indicate to one another universal characters and ob- 
jects in co-operative activity In being an object to himself in 
this role of a citizen of the universe of discourse, a person indi- 
cates to himself both the conditions of the solution of his prob- 
lem and the various inhibited responses that are seeking reor- 
ganization, and associates with these responses the results which 
they have had in past conduct, thus giving rise to the new ob- 
jects which provide the field for the new act 

If we ask what actually takes place in the expertence of an 
individual during mental activity, that 1s, in reflection in the 
presence of a conflict and its consequent problem, we discover 
the following situation. The individual in the attitude of a 
member of a rational group indicates the various characters of 
the new objects that have arisen as the result of the conflict, and 
the consequent inhibition of the complex response that was go- 
ing on, by means of significant symbols These indications are 
gestures—mainly vocal gestures—which call attention to these 
characters in things It 1s important to note that the reason 
these characters excite attention 1s that there are reactions 
which they call out The reactions are those which are in some 
sense set free by the inhibition of the original act within which 
they were organized The original form in which these gestures 
appear 1s in the adjustment of the individual to the responses 
which are 1eady to take place In social forms these gestures 
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have become valuable stimulations to other members of the 
group, such as a herd or a brood of chickens, and have been pre- 
served. In the human individual that tends to take the part of 
the other, they have the double significance of directing his own 
attention and of exciting the attitude of the other In the atti- 
tude of the other the individual not only tends to respond to the 
stimulations but to indicate the response which he tends to make 
by another significant symbol There are now two roles, at 
least, involved in this conversation, that of the generalized 
actor whose attitude represents an adjustment to all the al- 
ternative responses which fall within the larger act within which 
the conflict has arisen, and that of the spectalized actor who 
tends to carry out the :esponse to the stimulation upon which 
the attention 1s directed To recur to the illustration already 
used, the inhibition of the act of continued walking toward the 
distant goal sets free the possible responses to stimuli to jump 
the ditch, or to skirt or bridge it But they all lie within a gen- 
eralized process of locomotion, and this generalized process in 
some sense presents conditions for the selection of one alterna- 
tive rather than another, or for some combination of them. The 
specialized actor indicates the response, say, of skirting the 
ditch, but it 1s indicated to the generalized actor who represents 
its relation to reaching the goal Passing from one role to the 
other, through the use of the significant symbols, the individual 
relates this specific response as well as others to the sncluding 
act Eventually the specific response or set of such responses 
falls into place within the larger act, and the individual pro- 
ceeds 
MECHANISM AND NOVELTY 


In general, we consider the determination of the organism 
by the environment as causal, while we consider the determina- 
tion of the environment by the organism as selective and, in so 
far, as constitutive, 1.e., the selection of a group of stimuli with 
reference to our organized activity is responsible for the cutting- 
out of these elements among physical things and for a certain 
structure—lopical structure—as an object. In our consideration 
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of the environment as determining the organism we reduce both 
environment and organism to common physical elements when 
we follow out the causal relations The effects of the environ- 
ment upon the organism are mass effects of elements in the one 
upon elements in the other. Our ability to trace and determine 
these causal connections 1s dependent upon our ability to reduce 
the whole situation of environment and organism to a set of 
physical particles in motion. In this mechanical whole the oper- 
ative connections are between the physical elements and their 
fields of force. It 1s only by a summation of these that we can 
say that the environment, or its objects, affect the organism as 
an object. The actual reduction of the environment and the 
organism to such elements 1s only attained at a certain point, 
eg,, in the analysis of matter into electrical particles, and elec- 
trical effects into fields of force; while in most statements we 
simply imply such an analysis as an ideal which our scientific 
method demands for full realization In this statement of causal 
necessity we are abstracting from everything in both environ- 
ment and organism except the physical particles and their mo- 
tions, as resulting from their fields of force. 

When we speak of the determination of the environment by 
the organism, on the other hand, we imply organisms which 
have a content which 1s more than the summation of the physi- 
cal particles and their motions into which a mechanical science 
analyzes them. Their living processes are real as processes 
which reach or fail to reach a consummation. And the objects 
in the environment have contents which are more than the 
sum of the motions of physical particles They are food, ene- 
mies, obstacles, protections, etc. These contents always involve 
the carrying-out of the life-processes of the organisms In other 
words, they always involve a future, and a future involves an 
experience within which that which will happen Gs happening 
in so far as that which 1s happening always has a bit of the future 
in it) is uncertain That which will happen 1s always different 
in some respect from what has happened, and this different 
quality is something that cannot be predicted. In a sense we 
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can predict the future, but what we can predict 1s always some- 
thing less than that which happens Theoretically we can pre- 
dict to the extent that we can make our statement in mechanical 
terms, and this implies, as we have seen, that we have ab- 
stracted from the determining relation of the organism upon the 
environment. We can predict the debilitating effect of a dis- 
ease, but we cannot predict the actual weakness that appears in 
the experience of the sick person We can predict that a certain 
light wave will be expettenced as blue, but the actual experience 
of blue that supervenes in the experience has a character which 
1s novel and could not be predicted 1n its ultimate pecuharity. 
As we look over the past, these peculiarities of the novel as they 
occurred have lost their interest, and we are interested only in 
the mechanical conditions that determined their appearance 
without, to be sure, determining these peculiarities So that 
when we predict a series of future events, such as the eclipses 
that will take place in the coming year, the statement 1s not in 
terms of the future in the sense of experience. Our attitude in 
predicting the eclipses that will take place in the coming year 
is the same as that in which we determine those that took place 
in the year in which Thales 1s reputed to have predicted the 
eclipse which brought to a stop the battle between the Lydians 
and the Medes As this 1s the attitude in which we make our 
mechanical statements of the past, we may perhaps say that all 
predictions are in an implied past But the expression is am- 
biguous. Degrees of probability represent degrees of approach 
to a conceivable mechanical statement We can conceive of a 
completely mechanical, though highly abstract, statement of 
the life-process. In this sense we can say that we have the 
highest degree of probability of death as the outcome of all life 
We can also conceive of a mechanical statement of the whole 
process of nature, and the question arises whether we can as- 
sume that such a conceivable determination of the positions of 
all physical particles at all times determines in advance what 
must be the experience of all organisms, even if such a deter- 
minaticn does not imply the possible prediction of the actual 
experiences as they take place 
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The question seems to take this form: Is the conception that 
we form in our scientific research of the mechanical universe as 
a whole one from whitch later scientific reconstructions of the 
universe can be predicted? The answer to this is in the nega- 
tive. Our conception of the universe as a whole 1s, of course, 
never a complete one, but the form that it takes at any one time 
is one that answers to the view which science holds at that time. 
This is generalized so far as possible and 1s made the structure 
of the universe so far as that exists im experience If an essential 
problem arises in that experience, the implication 1s definite 
that the generalization already made 1s inadequate Now from 
such a conception of the universe, one in which an essential 
problem has arisen, 1t would be impossible to predict the recon- 
struction which is required to meet the problem From the 
standpoint of the reconstructton that does actually take place 
in research it is always possible to show the logical necessity by 
which the new view has arisen out of the old, but such a logical 
necessity does not obtain from the old view to the new recon- 
struction Did the logical necessity that obtains in the new 
situation exist in the old? The abstraction which we make in 
our explanation under the new conception, and by which we 
show the necessity of the advance to the new together with the 
explanation of the old imterms of the new, 1s one that can in 
thought be pushed back into or under the old situation We can 
see how men conceived the sun to be going around the earth 
from the standpoint of our recognition of the heliocentric nature 
of our system It would have been impossible to have shown 
the necessity of an advance from the Ptolemaic to the Coper- 
nican theory from the conception men had of the Ptolemaic 
world The nature of this new abstraction can sustain both 
views, both the Ptolemaic and the Copernican, one as explicable 
and the other as actual, but the views which we hold of the 
universe at any one time do not carry in them as deducible 
propositions the new views which will arise in scientific re- 
search, though the abstractions that we make with each ad- 
vance are more comprehensive as they not only meet the new 
facts but explain the old doctrines. 
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We have, then, two different attitudes of assurance in the 
face of the future. The one is represented by perception and the 
other by thought. In perception the attitude ts that of a reac- 
tion ready to take place, and in so far as imagery of past experi- 
ence is there, anticipatory of a certain type of experience, 
though the result 1s bound as a new experience to be different 
from what has occurred The adjustment of the response to the 
sort of experience that is coming expresses this anticipation even 
where the imagery 19 but faintly present, or where this imagery 
is predonunantly motor in its character. On the other hand, 
that which ts going to happen must be a constituent part of that 
which is given and which is relatively unchanging. Novelty and 
change always appear against a background of that which 1s 
old and unchanging. The problem appears in the midst of a 
world that 1s itself not problematic We can present that which 
is about to happen in terms of what must belong to 1t 1f 1t 1s to 
be a part of the world that 1s. The statement can be only ab- 
stract, for what will happen has a content which in some degree 
is not and cannot be given In our everyday perceptual exper- 
ence this abstraction 1s hardly evident. The pressures we will 
receive when we place our feet in new places, when our hands 
grasp things about us, are so slightly different from the actual 
pressures we are feeling that practically no abstraction 1s made 
As the future grows more distant, or as that which 1s to occur 
departs more from the world of experience about us, the ab- 
straction becomes greater We find that we can give only cer- 
tain elements of what must take place. If we are to meet a new 
personage, or one whom we know under entirely new conditions, 
we find ourselves rehearsing the secure elements of that which 
is to take place. A certain social structure is given. Certain 
common standards and interests are involved A certain com- 
mon past experience belongs to all concerned. In terms of these 
given elements we construct a form which the coming interview 
must take This structure 1s an abstraction from the world 
about us, made in terms of the necessary conditions which the 
problematic experience ahead must meet. The statement of 
these conditions is in terms of thought. They have the imme- 
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diate reality of the given, of the world that 1s there, and, as the 
novel experiences that are coming will appear in a world that 1s 
relatively unchanged, these conditions determine the form 
which the new experiences will take But this form does not 
determine the content that will arise The assurance with which 
we step into the future 1s that of the adjustment of the life- 
process to its environment which is found in the organism, as 
jt appears in perception, but it 1s not a prevision of the unique 
experience that will appear 

There 1s still a further question beyond the predictability of 
the future experience, and that 1s as to its determined char- 
acter. As we look back over that which has taken place, we can 
give, or assume that we could give if we had all the elements of 
the situation, the reasons that determine what has taken place. 
The only situation within which such a proposition holds is a 
mechanical one, which becomes perfect only when the world 1s 
reduced to physical particles, their velocities, and accelerations. 
In such a world there is no determination as to what elements 
are in motion, motion and tts characters of velocity and acceler- 
ation being relative. Such a world, or such an abstraction from 
the world, does not define the reality of a living being, for a 
living being acts Its reason for movement lies within itself, and 
in that action, as we have seen, the living being determines its 
environment The living being acts to reach a certain result in 
the future, the realization of its act. In this action 1t may be 
said to select its own time system and the space that this in- 
volves It thus determines the world within which it lives. Its 
determination, however, 1s a selection, and a creation only in the 
sense of a reconstruction. Undoubtedly new species arise, and 
with the new species come new environments, but the new en- 
vironment ts oriented with reference to the new species. The 
form in some sense selects it If its life-process 1s to be com- 
pleted, the objects in the environment must be constituted with 
reference to this form. New food, new dangers, new refuges and 
habitats must appear, though there are the same particles and 
the same forces or fields of force. 

The distinction that arises here is between action and ab- 
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stract motion Action has reference to a future condition Mo. 
tion can be stated with reference to past and present conditions 
and, in theury, 1s entirely determined by these Action carries 
with it the implication of a certain world of objects within which 
it can be completed. [fit 1 50 completed, it gives us the percep- 
tual assurance of the existence of this world or environment of 
objects The acts so completed, or presented as completed, can 
then be analyzed into motions Motions are relative changes of 
position, with varying velocities and accelerations, of physical 
things, which physical things can be defined or measured with 
sufficient accuracy so that they can be identified in their dif- 
ferent positions, In motion we have abstracted from the here 
and now of the actor. This determination of the here and now 
can be made at any point, 1.e., any point can be regarded as at 
rest, and the corresponding changes 1n position that take place 
can be stated in terms of the motions of the other objects The 
actor determines the point of departure, the terminus a quo, of 
his actual or possible motion. He sets up there the Cartesian 
co-ordinates of space. From the zero of that set of co-ordinates 
action does or may take place, All changes within the environ- 
ment are stated in terms of distance experience with reference 
to that set of co-ordinates These changes are motions, for it 
is possible, as in the case of the person in the train, to place one’s 
self either in the train moving in a fixed world or in the fixed 
environment of the interior of the train, while the landscape 
moves by. It 1s the actual contact experience, extended by ad- 
justment to surrounding objects, that determines the co-ordt- 
nates, In so far as we adjust ourselves to these objects whose 
positions are changing about us, either by the movement of the 
eye or actual or possible movements of the body, they have the 
future value of possible acts. They have the values of possible 
contacts determining action and promising certain results. The 
experience depends upon what action is taken, not stmply upon 
past positions and relative present positions, These changes are 
not merely motions in the abstract sense of the doctrine of rela- 
tivity. 
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If the promised experience of action is not attained, and ac- 
tion 1s inhibited by conflicting tendencies, a reconstruction of 
the field of conduct may take place, in which new objects an- 
swering to a different form of action may arise It 1s in this 
situation that motions in their more abstract sense appear. 
The actual line of conduct is not yet determined. It is only the 
relative position of things with reference to one another, and 
their relative changes of position with reference to one another, 
that may be of interest. Thus 1s the situation in so far as we de- 
termine the conditions which must obtain for any one of a 
number of possible acts and so abstract from any specific action 
Except in the case of the most extended abstraction, this field 
of possible activity lies within a world that must condition any 
alternative course taken. The new objects will still be parts of 
this bounding, given environment. Our system of co-ordinates 
is set for this given world that must determine the validity of 
any hypothesis of action which we adopt. We do not extend the 
relativity of our attitude to this given unquestioned world. 
When we present the conditions of possible action within this 
world, we place ourselves at the imaged completion of the sug- 
gested reactions, and all the motions that have taken place have 
the necessity of their dependence upon earlier positions, veloci- 
ties, accelerations, and directions; but the reorganization of the 
problematte part of the environment could not be deduced from 
these, though it 1s shot through with necessary conditions which 
belong to the world as given. In the undetermined future of 
action a new object, a new terminus ad quem, can arise, the 
necessity of which cannot be said to exist in the conditions to 
which 1t must conform. Even the inclusion of the physical or- 
ganism, its elements and their motions, within the conditions 
of the solution of the problem does not determine the future 
goal of the act, for the physical organism so stated is a part of 
the abstraction. It also contains necessary conditions, but not 
the novel objects that may appear The novel element may be 
very slight, especially in comparison with the given world within 
which 1t appears, but in the experience of the tndividual 1t was 
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not involved as a necessity of its past. The statement of the 
abstract motions could not have included the necessity of the 
particular act. This amounts to the affirmation that all the 
novelties of living experience are as novelties essential parts in 
the universe, the fact that when they arose they were unpre- 
dictable means that in the universe as then existing they were 
not determinable, nor in the universe as then existing did there 
exist the conditions that were the sufficient reasons for their 
appearing. 

This statement :mplies a distinction between a predictable 
situation that can be deduced from given positions of physical 
elements and their motions, including theit accelerations and 
directions, and q future concrete situation carrying with it the 
inevitable novelty which attaches to every event in experience 
There seem to be two phases of this novelty. One 1s found in 
the difference, shading from almost complete imperceptibility to 
utter strangeness, between anticipatory imagery of the result 
of the act and the actual experience. While this difference 1s 
unpredictable, we assume that the conditions for 1t can, after 
its appearance, be found 1n the analysis of the situation as 1t 
exists. The difference is never of an irrational character, but its 
rational character does not imply that the conditions of what is 
novel in it existed in the previous experience, though the struc- 
ture of that experience can be now assimilated to the structure 
of the present experience. The other phase of novelty is found 
in the hypothetical structure of a future situation, when a con- 
flict of the tendencies to action present an essential problem for 
which a solution is sought A theoretically complete analysis of 
the situation as it existed before the problem arose would not 
involve the reconstruction that takes place, though 1t would 
present the conditions to which any such hypothesis must con- 
form. That this hypothetical structure will be found to belong 
to the future situation depends upon the success of the action 
it implies, 1€., upon experiment The hypothetical structure 1t- 
self, however, 1s a novelty that could not be deduced from the 
former experience as it existed, 


Il 


STAGES IN THE ACT: PRELIMINARY 
STATEMENT 


THE STAGE OF IMPULSE 


SENSITIVITY AS A FUNCTION OF RLSPONSE 


LL perception involves an immediate sensuous stimula- 
tion and an attitude toward this stimulation, which ts 
that of the reaction of the individual to the stimulation. 

This reaction, in so far as the perception does not go out into 
instantaneous overt activity, appears in consciousness only as 
an attitude, but as such it 1s the first stage in the complete 
response or group of responses which the stimulation in question 
calls out. Furthermore, there accompanies this attitude of the 
response some imagery which 1s taken from past experiences in 
which the responses have been carried out, leading to the final 
experiences to which such a stimulation naturally leads. That 
1s, a perception as such involves not only an attitude of response 
to the stimulation but also the imagery of the result of the re- 
sponse A perception has 1n tt, therefore, all the elements of an 
act—the stimulation, the response represented by the attitude, 
and the ultimate experience which follows upon the reaction, 
represented by the rmagery arising out of past reactions. 
Perception, however, must not be regarded simply from the 
standpoint of presentation, the presence of material. It 1s, even 
taken by itself and ignoring its relation toward later movement, 
a process of sensing under the conditions noted above, 1¢, the 
conscious attitude of response, and the imagery of the result of 
the response The process of sensing ts itself an activity In the 
case of vision this 1s most evidently the case. Here the move- 
ment of the eyes, the focusing of the lens, and the adjustment 
of the lines of vision of the two eyes require a complicated ac- 
tivity which 1s further complicated by the movements of the 
eyes which, will bring the rays of light coming from all parts 
of the object upon the center of clearest vision The process of 
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percetving an object through the eyes (and this may be called 
the normal perception, since our perception through other or- 
gans of sense 1s so largely mediated through the imagery of 
vision itself) 1s thus an activity of considerable proportions 
The perception by the hand 1s also one that involves such move- 
ment in the exploratory processes of hand and fingers and the 
movements of the skin Hearing involves at least the fixing of 
the head (and the whole body as the basis for the movement of 
the head) and the innervation of the minute muscles which 
stretch the eardrum. Smelling involves the drawing of the air 
over the olfactory surfaces by means of the processes of tnspira- 
tion plus the placing of the head in such a position as ta make 
the smelling most eftective Tasting, 1n so far as 1t is to be dis- 
tinguished from tactual perception, involves the bringing of the 
funds of the mouth in continually changing contact with the 
taste buds through the processes of mastication In normal per- 
ception, however, all the processes of hearing, smelling, tasting, 
and temperature-feeling are referred to some presentation of 
vision as that which 1s the source of the stimulations of the other 
senses. In the case of those congenitally blind or who have lost 
the imagery of vision, the imagery to which the sounds, odors, 
tastes, feels of temperature and touch are referred is that of the 
auditory, tactual, and in some degree, the temperature senses, 
which reveal the presence of an object at a distance. The sensing 
of the object as so located that the organism takes a definite 
attitude toward it, involving possible movement toward or away 
from the object, is thus a part of the process of perception 
Furthermore, the adjustment of the organism to the stimula- 
tion, as well as the movement of the body and its sense organs 
s0 that the process of stimulation may continue to the best 
advantage, involves an analysis of the stimulation Back of 
each new content of stimulation lies a different attitude of re- 
sponse, interpreting this phase of the stimulation, and about 
these new attitudes gather the imagery of the past expertences 
which have accompanied such responses The relation of these 
images to the analytical processes of sensing 1s of peculiar inter- 
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est. It is the field of selective attention, and what we note in the 
process is that under these circumstances we are not simply 
subject to new stimulations but there is present the attitude of 
looking or feeling or smelling or tasting, which as active picks 
out certain characters of the field of stimulation. The mecha- 
nism of this selection 1s frequently found in the anticipatory 
presentation of the object which 1s of importance. These images 
are not by any means always consciously present They are 
most evident when we are definitely looking for an object, when 
we are hearing a tone out of a clang, or detecting an odor which 
we are able in some degree to hold definitely in consciousness, 

Between such consciously recognizable images and the attitude 
of hunger 1n which the system 1s predisposed by physiological 
conditions to be sensitive to certain stimulations there may be 
many degrees. In common perception this 1s most readily 1den- 
tified as a consciousness of familiarity with the characters which 
our process of sensing brings out. On the one hand, this famih- 
arity may seem quite passive and merely to register the fact 
that we are ready to react to these features of the stimulation; 
on the other, the process becomes active when we are in that 
state which we are accustomed to call “curiosity.’’ The char- 
acteristic of curiosity is found not simply in the restless process 
of sensing but in an excitation of the responses of the system to 
the stimulations received. The hunger for novelty is never a 
mere readiness to receive new stimulation or a search for that 
which is merely new. Novelty 1s always a fashion, a fad of some 
sort, with a very definite selection implied. The most striking 
illustration of this 1s found in the comparatively narrow fields 
within which the sensationalism of newspapers will run. Noth- 
ing is more striking to one who assumes that we are curious in 
regard to mere novelty than the very meager list of subjects 
which an experienced newspaperman recognizes as carrying 
with them the quality of news. We complain not of the richness 
of material which our sensational papers present but of the 
wearisome reiteration of the murders, scandals, and war scares 
which a popular taste seems to demand. Fresh stimulations of 


100 The Social Psychology of George Herbert Mead 


a slightly different nature from those to which the public is 
accustomed are demanded, but the field within which these 
stimulations may be sought 1s distressingly circumscribed The 
explanation of this is to be found in a physical condition in 
which certain types of responses are stimulated, and through 
their stimulation render the reader peculiarly susceptible to the 
stimulation which will call out the response. While the detailed 
content of this stimulation soon loses its power of answering to 
this attitude of readiness to respond, the type of response re- 
mains the same, and the individual craves a new form of stimu- 
lation for the same sort of response. The psychology of ennui 
and of satiation, so far as 1t is wearying, 18 found in the irnita- 
bility of certain types of response and the wearing-out of the 
particular stimulations which have aroused them, What 1s 
sought under these conditions are novelties in the form of the 
stimulation, not in the whole activity. 


THE PROBLEMATIC SITUATION 


The situation out of which the difficulty, the problem, springs 
is a lack of adjustment between the individual and his world. 
The response does not answer to the demands which gave the 
stimulus its power over the organism. The object was there for 
the individual, but it has ceased to be the object that it was. 
The contents that were there as object, in so far as they fail to 
answer to the response, are referred to the individual—not the 
original individual, for the original individual has no part in the 
object, 1t 1s simply there for him, And yet the object ts differ- 
ent for each individual, owing to his perspective and his possi- 
bility of response to the object. There are certain values se- 
lected out of the object not only by the sensuous avenues of 
approach but also by his past experience of the object Even 
for the perceiving individual in immediate experience there is 
an object which represents him as distinguished from other 
individuals and as distinguished from the same individual under 
other conditions Any object is thus always an expression of a 
peculiar relation between itself and the individual, but it is an 


Stages 1n the Act 101 


objective relation The character of the individual selects out 
of the object as it exists what answers to the nature of the indi- 
vidual in his present attitude—a selection which answers both 
to his immediate sensitivities and to his experience. The ma- 
terial which failed to call out the appropriate response and 
that which was found in the object as that which would have 
answered to the response which has been inhibited—these re. 
main and, with the appearance of a self, are referred to that self. 

That is, the characteristic of what is referred to the self, what 
is in the mind, is that it 1s not a thing, though it had the char- 
acter of a thing. It has failed to call out the response which 
gives the stamp of reality to experiences. It could, and in the 
experience of the lower animals it presumably does, disappear, 
while teadjustments take place in a trial-and-error fashion. 

That it does not disappear in the conduct of the human animal 
is sufficient evidence that its retention in experience serves a 
purpose, or at least does some good. Its new function 1s indi- 
cated in the attitude assumed toward it as contrasted with that 
which 1s assumed toward things. The attitude which we, and 
all forms called intelligent, take toward things is that of overt 
or delayed response. The attitude which we take toward the 
contents of mind in their relation to the world 1s that of explana- 
tion. From the standpoint of future conduct explanation is such 
a reconstruction of the object, toward which conduct has failed 
to elicit the proper response, that this defeat may be avoided 
in the future. That is, explanation 1s substituting another ob- 
ject, with which we will be en rapport, for that which confessed 
its unreality in the experimental test of conduct. The goal of 
this reconstruction 1s that of bringing out the other aspects of 
the object beside that which has led to defeat, and so co-ordinat- 
ing them that the inhibition, which was the evidence of defeat, 
may cease and conduct may go on. The method 1s that of re- 
ferring the invalidated aspects of the object to the individual 
in the form of the self. This can take place only when the ind1- 
vidual has become an object to himself through the use of those 
gestures which can affect himself as they affect others, and only 
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in so far as the individual acts toward himself as another, that 
1s, takes the role of another toward himself. There is here the 
implication that, in the experience of the object by the indi- 
vidual, what is not object must be individual It 1s the appear- 
unce of the self that makes it possible to carry out this smplica- 
tion, e.g, he indicates to himself his seeing an object at a cer- 
tain distance with the object actually at another distance In 
this fashion the false character of the object gets a local habita- 
tion and a name as the expertence of the individual, and the true 
characters as tested by successful conduct are placed under this 
reflective attitude asin the same category, while the task of re- 
organizing the object so that the individual with both tenden- 
cies (those to react unsuccessfully and successfully) may con- 
tinue to act becomes that of so envisaging the object that con- 
duct may go on. This attitude carries with it the implication 
that what was unreal may become real through reconstruction. 
As umeal, it 1s mere experience of the individual, as real, 1 

becomes part of the object. 


THE STAGE OF PERCEPTION 
PERCEPTION 


Perception is a relation between a highly developed phys- 
iological organism and an object, or an environment in which 
selection emphasizes certain elements. This relation involves a 
duration and a process The process 1s that of action through 
media which affect the sense organs of the biologic individual. 
The process takes time, and the effect produced upon the or- 
ganism 1s later than the disturbance of the medium and still 
Jater than the influence of the object upon the medium The 
customary interpretation of this statement identifies the percep- 
tion with the effect within the organism, regarding these bodily 
effects as significant of the things that have mediately affected 
them, justifying this significance by the fact that any object or 
event such as an organism is significant of the rest of nature and 
therefore of the particular objects which are involved in the 
process of perception, the selection of this particular object 
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being due to the sensitiveness of the organism to the relation, 
one relatum of which 1s found tn the nervous excitement within 
the organism 

This overcondensed statement implies a nature which is tn 
so far given that the objects which arouse the activity in the 
media, the sense organs, the central nervous system, and the 
motor apparatus of response are all within the field of experi- 
ence. They are all the preconditions for the analysis of percep- 
tion into these parts. The chair that is perceived is not thee 
before the influence exerted on the medium, or before the waves 
in that medium, They are all simultaneously there, and this 
simultaneous presence 1s essential to the explanation which 
telates the succeeding stages of the perception Even the ob- 
yects which lie beyond the range of immediate experience are 
brought within that field by an extension of the field so that 
they are regarded as simultaneously there as a basis for the 
explanation of our knowledge of them. What ts tnvolved in the 
explanation is the bringing into relation of objects which ate all 
there Even when that to be explained 1s a process, the objects 
which are related in the process are there for the obse1vation 
that explains them That 1s, perceptual objects are assumed as 
given for the explanation of perception It 1s evident, then, that 
the explanation that 1s given is not of the perceptual objects 
which are used 1n the explanation of perception. Rather, given 
a world of perceptual objects, we are determining what are the 
particular conditions under which a certain perception takes 
place It is true that any of the perceptual objects which are 
parts of this perceptual world might be subject to a like explana- 
tion, or, rather, we might state the conditions under which any 
perceptual object may appear, but in making such a statement 
we must presuppose a perceptual world within which this ex- 
planation takes place What this amounts to 1s that the so- 
called explanation, or statement of conditions of the perception, 
is not the perception itself, nor can the statement of the condi- 
tions of perception take the place of the perceptual objects 
The analysis with its statement abstracts from the particular 
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perception and leaves us, therefore, without this particular ob- 
ject of perception It is, however, in terms of other perceptual 
objects. 

The further implication of this statement 1s that the explana- 
tion, or statement of the conditions of perception, 1s in reality a 
statement of the method of discovering what the actual obyect 
of perception 1s. It cannot be a theory of perception, since we 
must assume objects of perception in order that we may state 
the theory; nor can it be an explanation of the perception of a 
particular obyect, for any explanation of a particular act would 
be also an explanation of any and all acts of perception What 
we do actually in making such a statement of the conditions of 
perception of a particular object 1s to enable ourselves to iden- 
tify a specific object and determine what the nature of the per- 
ceived object 1s. For this purpose we abstract from characters 
which inhere in particular objects and their situations and 
fasten our attention upon what ts uniform 1n all objects and in 
all processes of perception. This enables us to identify the ob- 
ject of perception in its relation to the whole field and to account 
for the illusions of sense perception, such as reflected and re- 
fracted objects 


THE SENSUOUS CHARACTERS OF THINGS 


The unsophisticated person finds nothing contradictory in 
regarding red as a character of an object for the normal eye and 
some shade of yellow as the character of the same object to the 
color-blind eye. In each case the color ts assumed to be a char- 
acter of the object, though there seems to be here an ascription 
of two different qualities to the same object—and qualities 
which exclude each other In explaining the seeming contradic- 
tion, the individual would refer to the difference in the vision of 
the two eyes, thus implying that the quality in question involves 
the structure of the obyect, the passage of light waves, and the 
reaction of the organism This explanation does not make of the 
quality arelation It assumes simply that the field within which 
the quality arises 1s not simply that of the structure of the ob- 
ject but is sufficiently enlarged so that it includes the medium 
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and the affected organism This does not define the quality as a 
relation any more than does the recognition that there are in 
the structure of the object parts related to one another as the 
conditions for the existence of the color. The identity of the ob- 
ject with these differing characters refers to certain identical 
characters, especially those of spatial and temporal position and 
those of contact experience. The goal of such an identification 
of the object as the same in the experience of both the normal 
and the abnormal individual will be a statement of the grounds 
for the color differences 1n terms of characters which are iden- 
tical. The same theory that describes normal vision must de- 
scribe abnormal vision, but such a theory does not take either 
the yellow or the red color off from the object any more than 
the interposition of colored glasses between the object and the 
eye deprives the object of the color 

The question whether a certain object has a certain color or 
not (or any other character) arises only when the conduct which 
the characters of the object call out does or does not reach a 
successful conclusion Up to this moment the object as it exists 
in the complex situation including object, medium, and organ- 
ism 1s simply there, and 1s what it 1s. If the colors and sharp- 
ness of outline lead to a twenty minutes’ excursion to a mountain 
that is ten miles distant, we consider the perception deceptive 
without questioning the fact that in the complex situation of ob- 
ject and organism such an object was there with its characters. 
If the inability to distinguish between the colors of two objects 
which are different to the vision of others leads the individual to 
recognize that his visual apparatus is different from that of 
others, he does not question that in his situation the object was 
there with the particular shade which he recognized What 1s 
done in each of these instances is to take those characters which 
hold both for the smmediate perception and for later conduct, 
for his visual apparatus and that of others, and identify the ob- 
ject Ifin such an identification the conditions for the different 
characters ascribed to the same object can be harmoniously 
stated, the whole situation 1s taken into account 

It 1s only when this question has arisen that knowledge as 
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such appears as an element in the experience. Otherwise the in- 
dividual’s perspective ts simply the reality that 1s there Such a 
selection of characters which are identical for all experience, or 
nearly so, and are identical for all individuals gives us the 
scientific object They constitute an object of knowledge The 
immediate perception is simply there and not an obyect of 
awareness or knowledge except as some question as to conduct 
or agreement with the perceptions of others arises to lead us to 
reflect uponit It should be noted further that the whole meth- 
od and appatatus of scientific analysis and experiment imply an 
unquestioned world of perception surrounding and validating 
the results of scicntific procedure 


THE REALITY OF FTHE OBJECT IN PERCEPTION 


The object in perception 1s a distant object It invites us to 
action with reference to it, and that action Jeads to results which 
generally accomplish the act as a biological undertaking. This 
does not necessarily imply past experience. In the case of young 
infants and certain lower animal forms, notably insects, actions 
which perception invites may lead to successful conclusions 
which cannot have been experienced 

It will be objected that these perceptions, notably percep- 
tions of touch, are not distant objects The reply to thts objec- 
tion is that the object perceived through contact experience 1s 
such only in so far as 1t possesses an outline and position with 
reference to the whole environment which give 1t the characte 
of a distant object The distance perception is not necessarily 
that of vision or sound It may be even that of tactile expert- 
ence and the budily experiences that go with this For example, 
ina dark room one may with an outstretched arm locate the ar- 
ticle of furmiture which one wishes to avoid in moving through 
the apartment. The tactile response to currents of air and 
changes in temperature may reveal the distant object. In any 
case, however, the object in perception is an integral part of the 
environment. Perception focuses this whole in the obyect Thus 
the tactile experience of a distant object provokes an action 
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which gets its implied value in an ultimate contact experience 
It may be that the seeming experience sought 3s not a contact 
experience It may be that the seeming satisfaction of the sug- 
gested act is found 1n the sight of a face or the sound of a voice. 
Yet these perceptual experiences still have a reality behind 
them that, 1f pushed to the limit, would demand action that 
culminated in some contact experience. The “what a perceptual 
thing is” 1s found in the contact experience alone, but it 1s a 
contact experience which is the last term in an act which origi- 
nates with an experence of something distant, though this 
distant experience may be found in the action of any sense, 
even that of touch. 

There 1s a further objection that may be advanced against 
this statement. It 1s that many of the experiences in a percep- 
tual environment are not of things in the sense here indicated. 
A sound may be heard, an odor sensed, or a temperature felt 
which its not located. We seem to have no definite location in 
perception toward which possible action 1s directed. Whitehead 
has referred to these contents as sense awarenesses rather than 
perceptions. I find in these experiences only indefiniteness of 
location, not an absence of it They still belong to the percep- 
tual environment and still imply possible location and identifi- 
cation with a something that could, if the conduct suggested by 
the experience were fully carried out, bring us into contact with 
something to be realized in contact experience, though this 
something were only the definite air waves or chemical sub- 
stances floating in the atmosphere The difference is only one of 
degree in definiteness of location and subtlety of the thing per- 
ceived 

There are two different attitudes which we assume toward 
these perceptual objects as parts of an organized environment. 
In the attitude of immediate experience the object as seen and 
then as felt 1s simply there. In this experience the individual 
may see and feel portions of his own organism, and these are 
simply parts of the whole perceptual field In this immediate 
experience the distance characters of the object are not trans- 
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lated into contact terms. It is true that the reality of the seen 
object will be tested if need be by the completion of the acts 
which distance perception invites; but when the object 1s ac- 
tually in the hand, 1t does not thereby lose its color or odor or 
sound, nor are these characters translated into contact terms, 
If one grasps a dimly seen friend in the twilight to be sure he 1s 
there, his seen color and form do not disappear in the contact 
experience. Nor would he be tempted to ascribe what he had 
seen to some process going on within his nervous system. He 
realizes that the eyes must be open and the hand tn actual con- 
tact if the experience 1s to take place, but this fact does not lead 
him to locate the experience 1n a consciousness situated 1n his 
head or elsewhere The perceiving individual in the experience 
is simply at the center of the perceptual field, located perhaps 
at the cyclopean eye, or in the throat, or 1n the chest. The rest 
of the organism 1s part of the field which he may see or feel but 
is not the effective center of perception. The reality of the ob- 
ject 1s what 1s seen or heard and actually or possibly felt, but 
keeping all its characters in the perception. 

The second attitude, that of reflective analysis, does resolve 
the whole field, including the organism, into physical elements 
which could conceivably be the objects in a hypothetical per- 
ception; that 1s, their characters of location, effective occupa- 
tion of space, inertia, and motion are those characters which 
appear in actual contact experience as the ultimate reality of 
objects in perception. This analysis substitutes for the color, 
sound, odor, taste, temperature, and even the feel of the object, 
structures and motions which cannot be any of the characters 
which they undertake to account for. This 1s true even of the 
contact experience, though the physical elements into which 
this analysis resolves things are those of contact experience. 
The actual contact experience, however, cannot be the char- 
acters of these physical elements, for their structure and mo- 
tions are the preconditions for the experience itself. There are 
in these propositions two different implications which need to 
be carefully distinguished. It 1s certainly true that what 1s the 
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precondition of an experience cannot be the experience itself. 
Thus the hardness of a stone may be said to be the precondition 
of John Smith’s experiencing that hardness The hardness that 
John Smith experiences 1s in some measure different from that 
which 18 experienced by James Brown. In this sense the color 
of the book as it exists before it comes to the eyes of John 
Smith, or before the eyes of anyone, 1s a precondition of its 
being experienced. In this sense 1t may well be that matter as 
effectively occupying space, its resistance, its inertia, its mobuli- 
ty, as we experience these characters, belong to matter 1n finer 
divisions than those which we actually do or could experience, 
and these particles could still be the preconditions of the exist- 
ence of the physical bodies which we do experience and also the 
preconditions of our own organisms which are necessarily in- 
volved in this experience. We could nat experience the char- 
acters of matter which are the preconditions of the actual expe- 
rience which we have. In the first place, these particles of mat- 
ter with thetr characters must have been there in advance of our 
experiencing them, even assuming an imaginable experience of 
these particles with these same characters, and, in the second 
place, the actual experience of these characters is 1n any par- 
ticular case in some sense different from that which we could 
have in any other case. We could still ascribe to matter in its 
finer divisions, which enter into the structure of bodies which 
we experience and into the structure of our own bodies, the 
characters which we ascribe to matter in our actual experience 
of it. This 1s the assumption of the physicist when he thinks 
that he has attached an electron to an oil drop. He has added 
inertia, increased the volume of the whole, and the mobility of 
the whole includes that of the electron. The other implication, 
which does not apply to this case of the fundamental characters 
of matter, 1s this: that distance experience of any sort is of a 
different sort from that of ultimate contact and that the ulti- 
mate reality of the distance experience is to be found in that of 
contact experience The physical explanation of the so-called 
secondary characters of bodies 1n terms of the so-called primary 
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characters 1s, then, but an elaboration of the test of the reality 
which we may apply to any thing seen at a distance, 1e, ac- 
tually handling it. In the elaboration of the test we extend the 
statement in terms of contact experience to the body at a dis- 
tance and to the media by which the relation of the body and 
the organism is effected, thus obtaining an exact scientific 
statement of the controllable conditions under which the dis- 
tance experience arises. 

The reality of the distance experience, or of the object as 
experienced at a distance, or of its characters as those of a body 
at a distance, does not disappear even in this reflective analysis. 
The test of the completion of the act does not remove the 
reality of the distance characters of the object. 


THE STAGE OF MANIPULATION: PERCEPTUAL 
AND SCIENTIFIC OBJECTS 


The perceptual object is primarily the organization of the 
immediate environment with reference to the organism — Per- 
ception here has no other significance than that of the sense 
apparatus 1n 1ts adjustment to the environment, in its func- 
tion jn selection of the stimulation needed for the reaction of the 
organism through tts relation to the central nervous system, and 
in its calling-out of the appropriate response. The “what” of 
the object 1s, then, the expression of the whole of which both 
environment and organism are essential parts Ifthe function of 
perception in 1ts immediacy were that of knowledge, it would be 
necessary to add to this object as it exists for the organism a 
capacity for awareness located in the organism There seem to 
be two reasons for the assumption of this awareness, One is 
found sn the reflective process in which knowing the perceptual 
object becomes a definite part of conduct, and the other 1s found 
in the identification of the organism with the social self. The 
process of identifying the object and correcting our attitudes in 
the presence of unsuccessful conduct through the use of sig- 
nificant symbols {social in origin) in inner conversation 1s itself 
only a form of conduct, and as conduct 1s as immediate as any 
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other type In its reference to the object which is being 
analyzed and reconstructed 1t is mediate, and in its imagery of 
past and future conduct it sets up a field of experience which is 
in sharp contrast with that of the surrounding world of percep- 
tual objects When we refer the perceptual world to the social 
self that functions in this reflective process, there has been 
postulated a consciousness which 1s the receptacle of the 1m- 
mediate perception. In making this assumption, we overlook 
the fact that reflection presupposes the immediate world as 
given and that the self artses within social conduct within this 
field What has further confirmed thought in this assumption 
has been the appearance of the scientific object, which 1s not the 
object of 1mmediate experience and yet has been regarded as 
the reality of that object Thus the object of immediate percep- 
tion has been placed in consciousness, as the expertence of this 
social self, while the real object is placed outside experience, 
revealed only by thought. 

The beginning of this separation of the object of immediate 
experience from the scientific object was found in the distinc- 
tion between the primary and the secondary qualities. The pri- 
mary qualities were those of extension, solidity, and motion; 
the secondary were those of color, sound, odor, taste, and tem- 
perature. The real object was that which existed and moved in 
space and time, occupying space to the exclusion of other 
things, while the other characters of the object were conceived 
as states of consciousness of the self or soul. There were two 
powerfully contributing considerations to this distinction. One 
was found in the fact that both the organism and the environ- 
ment could be stated in terms of these primary qualities as a so- 
called fundamental matter. The second was the fact that it was 
possible to state the conditions 1n terms of matter and motion 
under which the secondary qualities arose. It became possible 
to regard the secondary qualities as effects produced in con- 
sciousness by the action on the organism of matter in motion. 
This still left extended inert matter 1n motion both tn and out 
of consciousness. Locke and, later, the Scottish school assumed 
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that there was an immediate awareness of this, while the sec- 
ondary qualities were given only in presentation Berkeley’s 
and Hume’s analysis easily showed that there was no passage 
from consciousness to an object outside consciousness in the 
case of the primary qualities if this passage had been denied in 
the case of the secondary qualities; and the Mills formulated 
the doctrine that our knowledge was solely of states of con- 
sciousness and that a world outside these was purely an as- 
sumption. Jn the meantime scientific analysis had carried the 
structure of matter far beyond the range of any immediate 
experience, and the mathematical analysis of space and time 
had substituted a conceptual space and time for that of imme- 
diate experience. Thus the real world was conceived of as made 
up of elements which by definition could not be objects of 1m- 
mediate experience, while the action of these elements was sup- 
posed to be the causes of the conscious experience, immediate 
and mediate. The sctentist still uncritically assumed that the 
space and time of his experimental science was that of ultimate 
reality and that the elements of matter were but minute por- 
tions of the extended things of :mmediate experience. Thus we 
have been left with what has been called a “bifurcated nature ” 
Its reality was found in the motions of physical particles en- 
dowed with inertia and exhibiting varying forces in their mo- 
tions With whatever epistemological justification, this matter 
and its motions seemed to belong to immediate experience, or 
could be so conceived—at least all observation and experimen- 
tation went upon this assumption But the color, sound, taste, 
odor, and temperature of this world was lodged 1n a consctous- 
ness. The most convincing justification for this division has 
been found in the statement of the scientific obyect This object 
in its structure and in the effects which it produces on the or- 
ganism directly, but chiefly through media, 1s conceived of as 
the cause of the secondary qualities It could, therefore, not 
have these qualities themselves. Surfaces which reflect waves 
of ether cannot themselves be colored, since they are the pre- 
conditions of the experience of color Extension and solidity 


Stages 1n the Act 113 


may exist both in and out of consciousness; but color and sound, 
being caused by the action of extended things, cannot inhere 
in the things. This position is, of course, entirely uncritical. If 
physical objects must be thought of as the causes of color, 
sound, odor, etc., through their action directly or indirectly 
upon the nervous system, they must also be thought of as direct 
or indirect causes of the consciousness of extension, duration, 
and solidity in so far as these are characters of things; but 
physical theory seems itself to have already left immediate 
experience in its minute subdivisions of matter into molecules, 
atoms, and electrons, although for the imagination of the 
physicist these physical elements are nothing but smaller and 
smaller bits of the matter which he has under his hand. How- 
ever, though these minute particles could not themselves be 
experienced and in their combinations are thought of as the 
causes of the sensations of extended, inert matter, pressure, and 
force, we can still think of these particles as not only smaller bits 
of the matter about us, but the characters of inertia, of pres- 
sure, and force can be also indefinitely subdivided in imagina- 
tion without losing their characters of immediate experience 

Thus we can think of the electron even as a bit of matter 
pulling away from or toward electrically charged plates, just 
as we can feel a piece of iron pulling toward a powerful magnet. 
But we cannot think of the surface which absorbs certain light 
waves and reflects others as having the color which we say we 
are conscious of when the reflected ray has affected the retina 
and the central nervous system Physical theory ttself lifts the 
color, sound, and other secondary qualities off from the obyect, 
leaving in their place certain structures and motions which are 
the indirect causes of the sensations but are as structures and 
motions qualitatively different from the sensations themselves. 
For current uncritical scientific imagination the physical par- 
ticles have the same qualities which we call the primary quali 
ties of sensation. They cannot even for an uncritical imagina- 
tion have the characters which we call those of the secondary 
qualities because physical theory has substituted for the sec- 
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ondary qualities certain structures and motions which are the 
causes of the appearance of these sensations 1n consciousness 
Physical theory may be said to be explaining secondary qual: 
ties in terms of the primary qualities 

An explanation of the secondary qualities in terms of the 
primary is compelled to present the distant object, seen or 
heard or smelled, in contact terms, for the ultimate three- 
dimensional physical thing exists for us as something that could 
be conceivably handled and broken up by a sort of crumbling 
process into smaller parts of the same material character. 
When we regard a colored object at a distance, its reality for 
physical explanation 1s found in the object as we could come 
into contact terms with it, but now at a distance sending out 
original or reflected waves through a medium to the organ of 
vision, This analysis breaks up the whole perceptual situation 
that includes the distant object, the medium, and the organ- 
ism, and recognizes a temporal process with earlier stages that 
precede the completed process. In so far as these earlier stages 
are occupied with objects, they could not be colored, for the 
whole situation is not given. In the case of contact experience 
the whole situation is there whenever the experience 1s present 
If we present a distant planet, its matter 1s presented as we 
would actually sense it 1f we could place our hands upon it. It 
is true that even in this case there 1s implied a process in the 
nervous system between the contact and the excitement of the 
central tract, but even here elements and motions are also pre- 
sented in contact terms as molecules, atoms, or electrons In 
the case of colors and sounds we present elements of contact 
expertence which must be active before the experience of color 
or sound can arise, and these cannot be presented 1n terms of 
colo: or sound. Our explanation of color and sound, then, 1m- 
plies objects as existing before the experience of color and 
sound can exist. This does imply, however, that as over against 
the whole mechanism of object, medium, and organism the ob- 
ject has not these characters as genuinely as contact objects 
have the characters of extension and solidity and motion. 
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It is important to recognize that, in our explanations in terms 
of physical science, the organism is a part of the physical world 
we are explaining There ts an uncritical tendency to identify the 
organism with a so-called “consciousness,” to make it in some 
sense subjective as over against an objective world of things. 
There is a certain Justification in speaking of the individual as 
perceiving the world and in identifying him with his organism, 
In this case we think of him as explaining his color experience 
in terms of the light waves reflected from an object through a 
medium to his retina and so exciting a central nervous system, 
all of which are stated 1n contact terms The individual, how- 
ever, who is making this explanation ts not the organism in the 
abstract terms of physical science. At his end of the process of 
explanation, he is a social being 1n an unanalyzed perceptual 
world, only a small portion of which is brought within the range 
of his investigation. The full statement of the reality must re- 
place what contents have been removed in the explanation and 
must replace them in the perceptual objects, not in a conscious- 
ness The explanation states what a being with only contact 
experience would find 1f he could follow out the physical process 
from the object to the organism and tts central nervous system; 
and also affirms that in the temporally extensive process of 
distance experience the earlier stages can only be presented in 
contact terms as the preconditions for the distance experience. 

Does this analysis of physical science present us with a pic- 
ture of the world as it exists in independence of perception? If 
color and sound express a situation involving the entire mecha- 
nism of object, medium, and peculiarly developed organism, 
can we say that extension, volume, motion, and inertia do not 
imply a situation in which are involved also objects and or- 
ganisms of specially developed types? And that a world which 1s 
conceived of as independent of such situations may not be of 
an entirely different character? The most that physical science 
seems to accomplish in this direction is to free our perceptions 
and analyses of them from the idiosyncrasies and perspectives 
of particular observers It finds uniformities which hold for all 
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observers and thinkers. It does not transcend the fundamental 
conditions of contact observation itself. Ultimate physical par- 
ticles in science are still in terms of the occupation of space, 
mass, and inertia. Ultimate space is that of the space of the 
measuring rod, the rod that can be applied by the hand; and the 
ultimate fact of physical reality in experience 1s that of the 
effective occupation of space by the physical individual, both 
in the experience of resistance to what invades his place and 1n 
the advance to occupy other places, together with the sense of 
boundary which comes with the tactile surface experience. The 
distinction between the distance experience of things and the 
contact experience of things, then, remains even when we 
present the physical conditions of contact experience in physical 
and physiological doctrine. The distinction lies in the logical 
relation between what the distance experience promises and the 
completion of the act which is involved in perception When we 
undertake to give the physical conditions of contact experience, 
we place the apparatus of contact experience at a distance, 
directly in investigation of the physical stimulus and the dissec- 
tion of the organism, or indirectly through the use of instru- 
ments of magnification, which the imagination may carry on 
indefinitely. 

The essential fact 1s that, in the analysis of perception in 
reflective attitudes, this analysis must be carried on by percep- 
tion, There seem to be two conditions for this analysis of per- 
ceptual objects by further perception; one is that just indi- 
cated, that any object of ultimate contact experience, which 1s 
the result of carrying out the act involved in distance experi- 
ence, may be presented as itself at a distance and hence is 
capable of revealing other and more refined contact experiences 
implied in this distance attitude; the other is that in perception 
of the object we endow it with the reality of effective occupation 
of space which belongs to ourselves, thus giving the object an 
inside content which no surfaces revealed to the eye or the hand 
can give, and this placing of ourselves within other objects 
enables us to perceive other things, and notably ourselves, from 
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the standpoint of the thing within which we have placed our- 
selves, 

The analysis of perception does not, then, take us to a reality 
which lies outside an actual or possible perception. It does take 
us to contact experiences which may have any dimensions re- 
quired These imaginatively presented contact objects are freed 
from the peculiarities which different distance perceptions give 
them, both our own and those of others, and it gives to them the 
uniformities which al! must recognize, since the contact experi- 
ences of different persons ate identical in the superpositions of 
measurements and the effective occupation of space, and since 
we place ourselves in the places of other observers. 


THE STAGE OF CONSUMMATION 


In the perceptual world the distance experiences are primarily 
stimuli to which the individual responds by approaching or 
withdrawing from the stimulus. The dominant stimulation 
from a distance 1s that of vision, and the organized spatial world 
of perception is in that sense a visual world. As Berkeley 
pointed out, the visual experience 1s or becomes a sign of the 
experience which results from the approach which the visual 
stimulus calls out. The full completion of the act which the 
distance stimulus initiates 1s found in some such consummation 
as that of eating. 

It 1s not the consummation of the act, however, which is the 
perceptual thing that the distance stimulus sets going. One eats 
things. In other words, there is an experience of contact with 
the object which constitutes its perceptual reality and which 
comes in between the beginning of the act and its consumma- 
tion. To this experience 1s referred both the visual experience 
and the consummatory. They both become characters or adjec- 
tives of the thing. 

This contact experience is not the bare contact with the sur- 
face of the organism This, asin the case of feeling for a thing 
or in contacts of currents of air, may be a distance experience 


113 The Soctal Psychology of George Herbert Mead 


which leads to the thing itself. The physical thing arises in 
manipulation. There 1s in manipulation the greater fineness of 
discrimination of the tactual surfaces of the hand, the three- 
dimensional experience which comes from grasping, and, of more 
critical importance, there 1s the instrumental nature of the 
manipulatory experience. This instrumental nature involves 
bringing the act to a temporary pause. It does not go through 
to its consummation at once. In the case of the ape, almost all 
of the manipulatory processes are simply steps in approach or 
withdrawal. There 1s no arrest of the ongoing act as initiated 
by the distance stimulus, In the human animal this preliminary 
termination of the act in the contact of the hand ts or may be the 
starting-point of a more complex process in which a physical 
thing appears as a mediation of the entire act. The arrest af. 
fords the opportunity for competing tendencies to response to 
arise within the act. The critical importance of this stage is 
indicated 1n the fact that we come very early to expertence the 
distant field by means of the attitudes of mantpulatory contact 

We approach the distant stimulus with the manipulatory 
processes already excited, We are ready to grasp the hammer 
before we reach it, and the attitude of manipulatory response 
directs the approach What we are going to do determines the 
line of approach and 1n some sense its manner. It 1s the later 
process already aroused in the central nervous system, control- 
ling the earlier, which constitutes the teleological character of 
the act Into this situation there enter the alternative manipu- 
lations that the distant stimulus arouses For the time being 
they inhibit one another and so the act. Different stimul: com- 
pete for setting free the act Ifa nat] has to be driven in the 
absence of a hammer, the eye wanders from a stone to the heel 
of a boot or to an tron bar. Finally, one or the other assumes 
control of the act which 1s thus directed by this distant stimulus 
rather than the other. The human animal thus sees physical 
things, 1e., the nitrated manipulatory response in the distant 
stimulus that sets free the activity of the organism. 

Such an aroused future act has always a hypothetical char- 
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acter. It is not until this initiated response is carried out that 
its reality 1s assured The experimental method is imbedded 1n 
the simplest process of perception of a physical thing In this 
sense the future is already in the act. 

And the past is also in the act, for facility and familiarity are 
products of past reactions. The physical thing, then, as distinct 
from a stimulus, 1s a hypothetical, hence future, accomplish- 
ment of an initiated process, to be tested by the contact experi- 
ence. If it sets free the imtiated process, e.g , driving the nail, 
itisa hammer. The environment around an individual is a set 
of such hypotheses, 1n so far as it 13 made up of physical ob- 
jects. The assurance arising from facility and familiarity con- 
stitutes them objects which ate there, but it 1s after all a pro- 
visional assurance which may be shaken at any moment, 

Every act, however, 1s moving on from its physical objects 
to some consummation Within the field of consummation all 
the adjectives of value obtain 1mmediately There objects are 
possessed, are good, bad, and indifferent, beautiful or ugly, and 
lovable or noxious In the physical things these characters are 
only mediately present. 

Phystcal things are means, and means for ends which often 
have to be discovered They have an existence which 1s indif- 
ferent, therefore, to ends, and constitute the field of mechantsm. 
Their hypothetical character 1 to be distinguished from that 
of the attainment of the end In scientific method they are the 
indication in distance experience of a contact experience which 
constitutes the ultimate reality of what is given in an observa- 
tion or an experience—the reality, that 1s, of the physical thing, 
not of what 1t may imply, 1n other words, the reality of scientific 
data. 


Ill 


FRENCH PHILOSOPHY IN THE 
NINETEENTH CENTURY 


The important characteristic of Comte’s doctrine was its 
recognition of what we may term the “philosophical import” of 
scientific method. As I have indicated, the scientific method 
recognized the object of knowledge in the experience of the in- 
dividual, in that which is ordinarily termed the “‘fact.” If one1s 
to identify the fact, he must do it 1n terms of his experience. It 
is, of course, true that the observer states his observation in 
such terms that it can also be made an object by others and so 
be tested by them. He tries to give it a universal form, but still 
he comes back eventually to the account which he gives of his 
observation as such. 

What is not recognized in the positivistic doctrine is that the 
observation is always one that has an element of novelty in it 
That is, it is in some sense unusual. It is observed because tt is 
distinct in some way from the expected experience One does 
not observe that which is to be expected. One notes it; one 
recognizes it We recognize what we expect, and give attention 
only to that which differs from that which 1s expected. If one 
reaches for a tool that he1s after and it 1s 1n its expected place, or 
for a book in 1ts place on the shelf, all he gives attention to is 
that the object is of the type that he expects to find He gives as 
little attention as 1s necessary in order to identify it. More than 
this would mean loss of effort and trme One does not stop to 
examine the expression of his friend unless there is something 
unusual about it. He sees only enough to identify him, Ordi- 
narily, then, we would not speak of an observer as one who 
merely recognizes. Observation implies careful noting of all the 
details of the object. It is true that you do not observe every- 
thing about anything, What one does 1s to observe all that en- 
ables one to assure himself that the object 1s not exactly what 
one expects. One reaches for a tool, thinking he 1s going to 
pick up a hammer, and finds it is a chisel, and he pays atten- 
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tion to find why it was that he made the mistake, He observes 
the character of a plant that misled him His observation 1s 
given to that which distinguishes it from the expected thing. 
These are the facts of science—those observations that enable 
us to determine characters that would not have been antici- 
pated. One may also, of course, give attention to objects that 
seem quite familiar That is what 1s implied. You are looking 
for something that will strike your attention as in some sense 
unusual 

The positivistic doctrine assumes that our objects are given in 
such observation, and that 1s the logical weakness of positivism. 
Tt assumes that the world 1s made up, so to speak, out of facts, 
1s made up out of those objects that appear in the experience of 
the scientific observer Most objects we regard simply as they 
identify themselves The obyects of scientific observation answer 
to a detailed analysis, which implies an interest of some sort We 
can explain this position in terms of the method to which I 
refer, by saying that the objects of science do not always have 
behind them implicit or explicit problems. In other words, sci- 
ence is really research science Research always implies a prob- 
lem. Where there is nothing of this sort, we are not engaged 
in research, There is a type of thinking which is not problemati- 
cal—that of carrying out a habitual act, of attending a machine 
with which you are familiar, for example. That sort of concen- 
trated attention is given simply to those stimuli that will enable 
us to carry out a well-formed habit. There we have concentrat- 
ed attention, but it is not occupied with the proceedings of our 
research science. It is occupied in a world where one is awake 
only to the next stimulus that is necessary to carry on an activ- 
ity that more or less runs itself. 

A further step which Comte did not recognize, because it be- 
longs to a later period, is the evolutionary one which under- 
takes to see how these forms, these experiences, arise. Evolu 
tionary doctrine started off with the life-process, and undertook 
to account for the appearance of species themselves. It carries 
us back to a world in which the nature of the object, the experi- 
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ence as such, arises. Neither Comte nor John Stuart Mull, who 
would be the corresponding figure in England, was influenced by 
evolutionary doctrine to any great degree. Mull was also, to all 
intents and purposes, a positivist. He, too, assumed that the 
analysis that the scientist makes of an object reveals the char- 
acters of things, reveals the elements of things, the parts of 
things; and if we want to know the world, we must discover 
these elements which the scientist finds. Mill, as you know, 
embodied this doctrine in his logic in which he undertook to state 
the logic of science. It 1s by no means an adequate account of 
scientific procedure; but his theory of induction and of the 1n- 
ductive process in science, his method of agreement and differ- 
ence, are definitely attempts to state the scientist's procedure 
They are really methods of distinguishing rather than of forming 
hypotheses 

What I am attempting to make clear is that the positivistic 
doctrine was one which undertook to give the philosophic im- 
plications the form of scientific method But neither Comte nor 
Mill gave a competent account of the scientist’s procedure. 
They did assume that science—what we would call “research 
science” —was the most efficient method of knowing They did 
recognize that this type of science was one which was an ad- 
vance over metaphysical science, while the metaphysical was a 
natural successor to theology. We have, then, in the French 
thought of this period, the reconstruction of science as present- 
ing the form of the philosophic problem. 

The step which positivism represents is that of stating a prob- 
lem so that it is put in the form of a method rather than of a re- 
sult Is the method of science the method of philosophy? Can 
one make the method of science the method of philosophy? One 
great, somewhat grandiose effort to solve this problem was made 
by the Romantic idealists Hegel, who was most complete in his 
statement, undertook to show that the method of science and 
the method of human thought in all its endeavor and the 
method of the universe were all the same, the method which he 
represented by his dialectic process. His philosophy was 1n one 
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sense a philosophy of evolution; but the same process, the same 
method, the same logic, lay back of physical nature, back of 
moral effort, back of human history, back of all that science pre- 
sents. It was, as I said in other connections, a grandiose under- 
taking which was a failure. Particularly, 1t was unable to pre. 
sent the scientific procedure within each field. It could not suc- 
cessfully state the method of research science. This 1s the prob- 
lem, then, that is presented 1n positivism For positivism meta- 
physics 1s past; 1t 1s gone. Just as metaphysics was supposed to 
have wiped out theology, so the positivists were presenting a 
method which could be immediately applied, and through which 
we could get rid of metaphysics. 


Comte had as vivid an interest 1n the relation of his philoso- 
phy to society and its values as any others of the period. He 
looked for the forms of a society of the human race whose values 
should determine the conduct of the individual. But, as far as 
the process of knowing social values was concerned, it would be 
the same as in the physical and the biological sciences He as- 
sumed that there could be a study of society which could be un- 
dertaken in the same way as the study of the physical sciences. 
That was the most striking character of his doctrine in its im- 
mediate impact. The church had a metaphysical doctrine be- 
hind it And this 1s no less true in this period of what we may 
call “political science,” the theory of law, of ethics, of education. 
That 1s, each of them had essential doctrines The sovereignty 
of the state, in the attitude of an English community, 1s to be 
found in the individuals that form the republic Sovereignty 
was a dogma. It was that in the state which exercised absolute 
power. And the state had to be conceived of in terms of such 
metaphysical entity as that Similarly, the family was a certain 
definite entity, and the school was a certain definite entity. One 
argued from the nature of the sovereign, of the family, of the 
school, what the position of the individual under it must be. In 
each case the attitude was essentially metaphysical. What Comte 
presented was the demand for the use of positivistic method in 
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the study of society. He presented sociology as a new field. 
What I want to emphasize 1s that we do not think of it as an- 
other science. We have economics, education, political science, 
and here comes sociology, another science covering the same 
field and yet claiming to be different. It has been, in very re- 
cent times, a great question as to whether there was any such 
thing as sociology And I have seen theses presented in this uni- 
versity for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of 
sociology upon the problem of whether or not there 1s any such 
thing as sociology. What is characteristic of Comte’s position is 
his demand that society and social events should be approached 
in the same fashion that the study of plants and animals and 
moving bodies are approached He was breaking away from the 
metaphysical attitude and presenting another science, that of 
society. As he conceived of society, 1t inevitably includes the 
whole human race; and he thought there could be one science of 
it Sociology, then, was the attempt to apply the method of 
positivism, the method of science, to the field of society, an at- 
tempt to displace what was, at that time, an essentially meta- 
physical approach, one which started off with the definition of 
the state, with a study of the processes of social changes going on 
in various institutions Comte undertook to approach human 
affairs in the way of the scientist who simply analyzes things 
into their ultimate elements in a positivistic fashion and then 
from that finds the laws of their behavior. But there lay in the 
back of Comte’s mind pictures of a medieval period, only he 
would have substituted society for the pope. He was not freed 
from that. This other side of Comte’s doctrine is one that harks 
buck to the medieval period 

I pointed out that early in the century, during the period of 
De Bonald and De Maistre, reactionary philosophers sought to 
go back to the church as the source of all authority, as that 
which must give an interpretation of life Their statement, how- 
ever, was diiferent from the medieval statement They were par- 
ticularly impressed with the society of Europe in the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries, the period which 1s best represented by 
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Dante. It was a period in which the world realized itself as a 
single community, in which everything could be explained by 
the doctrine of the church. There was no difficulty in the ex- 
planation, because this world was so created that man can be 
moral, and, if he can be moral, it must also be possible for him 
to beimmoral It 1s a world in which sin has a legitimate place; 
and 1f man sins, the punishment of sin follows The world at 
that period was entirely comprehensible from the point of view 
of the church theology It included everyone Anything that 
happened that was undesirable could be explained by the fact 
that God was using it to bring about the great good, including 
the good of man. The Western world was conceived of as a 
single society It took in nearly the whole of the human race. It 
was organized through the church The church took over the 
statement that St Paul gives, you remember, of the church as 
the body of which Christ was the head. In his concept of a unt- 
fied society everyone has his place and everything can be ex- 
plained from the point of view of the theory of the church. 
It was to that conception of a society which was a world soci- 
ety, an organic society, and a society which answered to the im- 
mediate impulse of the individual that these philosophers, De 
Bonald and De Maistre, went back. 

Comte was never influenced by this account. His posittons 
freed him from the dogma of the church, but he still looked to 
such a picture of the whole society of man as representing the 
idea that should be realized The curious thing from our stand- 
point 1s that he should have copied to such an extent the char- 
acters of the church His idea, too, was that society should be 
an organic whole. It must then have some organized value. 
What Comte presents, instead of welfare by the church, is the 
welfare of the community as a whole. This community as a 
whole comes to take the place of the glory of God, which, as 
spoken of by the church, 1s the end of all existence. For the 
positivist 1t is not the glory of God but the good of mankind 
that 1s the supreme value. That is the supreme value in terms 
of which everything should be stated. This point of view 1s 
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stated in less emotional form 1n the utilitarianism tn England 
during the same period. Bentham and the Mills are, in a sense, 
companion figures to Comte. Their idea of the ideal society 1s 
one which achieves the greatest good of the greatest number 
This welfare of the community transcends the good of any par- 
ticular individual. This is something all should see, and man’s 
attitude toward it should be a religious attitude. This should 
be recognized as the supreme value that determines all others 
And Comte recognized that an emotional attitude was essential. 

John Stuart Mull said that everyone finds himself and his con- 
duct constantly influenced by others Each can retain his own 
pleasure by recognizing others in the pursuit of their pleasure 
The individual feels continually the presence of the community 
about him forcing him to recognize the interest of others. It 
seems a skeptical account which Mill gives of the origin of vir- 
tue. Comte would put up the good of the community itself 
through an emotional expression which should be essentially 
religious in its character. That is, men should actually worship 
the Supreme Being in the form of society Society as an organ- 
ized whole, as that which 1s responsible for the individual, should 
be worshiped, and on this basis Comte undertook to set up 
a positivistic religion Now, this religion of positivism had some 
vogue among the followers of Comte. There was a devoted 
group of this sort to be foundin England It never attained any 
size. A wag, referring to a dissension among them, said of the 
sessions, “They came to church in one cab and left in two” It 
never became a widespread religious movement, but the under- 
taking to set up such a religion which should find the highest 
value 1n society and fuse that into a unity which could be wor- 
shiped was characteristic of Comte He thought and looked for 
a society that could be organized in the same fashion as medt- 
eval society had been by the church. And he attempted to work 
out in some detail how this sort of ordering of society would take 
place. He did not try to substitute the value of society itself 
for the Deity, but tried to take over the religious attitude to- 
ward the Deity into the religious attitude of members of the 
community toward society itself 
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This phase of Comte’s sociology was not a lasting one What 
was of importance was his emphasis on the dependence of the 
individual on society, his sense of the organic character of socl. 
ety as responsible for the nature of the individual This 1s what 
Comte put into a scientific form. It had already found its theo- 
logical statement, as I have said, in Paul’s account of the rela. 
tion of men in the church to parts of the body and to the church 
as thewhole Thatis,heconceived of the individual as determined 
by society as an organism, just as there are different organs 
which must be conceived of as dependent on the organism as a 
whole You cannot take the eye as a separate reality by itself. 
[t has meaning only in its relationship to the whole organism of 
which it 1$ a part, So you must understand an individual in a 
society, Instead of thinking of society made up of different en- 
tities, Comte thought of it in terms of a umon of all which was 
an expression of a certain social nature which determined the 
character of the individual, There are two characteristics of 
Comte. first, his recognition that society as such ts a subject for 
study; and second, his conviction that we must advance from 
the study of society to the ndividual rather than from the indi- 
vidual to society. 


Part Four 


MIND 


SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND BEHAVIORISM 


phases of social experience from the psychological stand- 
point of individual experience. The point of approach 
which I wish to suggest is that of dealing with experience from 
the standpoint of society, at least from the standpoint of com- 
munication as essential to the social order. Social psychology, 
on this view, presupposes an approach to experience from the 
standpoint of the individual, but undertakes to determine in 
particular that which belongs to this experience because the 1n- 
dividual himself belongs to a social structure, a social order. 
No very sharp line can be drawn between soctal psychology 
and individual psychology. Social psychology 1s especially in- 
terested in the effect which the social group has in the deter- 
mination of the experience and conduct of the individual mem- 
ber. If we abandon the conception of a substantive soul en- 
-dowed with the self of the individual at birth, then we may 
regard the development of the individual’s self, and of his self- 
consciousness within the field of his experience, as the social 
psychologist’s special interest. There are, then, certain phases 
of psychology which are interested in studying the relation of 
the individual organism to the social group to which it belongs, 
and these phases constitute social psychology as a branch of 
general psychology. Thus, in the study of the experience and 
behavior of the individual organism or self in its dependence 
upon the social group to which it belongs, we find a definition 
of the field of social psychology. 
While minds and selves are essentially social products, prod- 
ucts or phenomena of the social side of human experience, the 
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physiological mechanism underlying experience is far from ir- 
relevant—indeed is indispensable—to their genesis and exist- 
ence, for individual experience and behavior is, of course, physi- 
ologically basic to social experience and behavior: the processes 
and mechanisms of the latter (including those which are essen- 
tial to the origin and existence of minds and selves) are depend- 
ent physiologically upon the processes and mechanisms of the 
former, and upon the social functioning of these. Individual 
psychology, nevertheless, definitely abstracts certain factors 
from the situation with which social psychology deals more 
nearly in its concrete totality. We shall approach this latter 
field from a behavioristic point of view. 

The common psychological standpoint which 1s represented 
by behaviorism is found in John B. Watson. The behaviorism 
which we shall make use of 1s more adequate than that of which 
Watson makes use Behaviorism in this wider sense is simply 
an approach to the study of the experience of the individual 
from the point of view of his conduct, particularly, but not ex- 
clusively, the conduct as it1s observable by others. Historically, 
behaviorism entered psychology through the door of animal 
psychology. There it was found to be impossible to use what 
is termed introspection One cannot appeal to the animal’s in- 
trospection, but must study the animal in terms of external 
conduct. Earlier animal psychology added an inferential ref- 
erence to consciousness, and even undertook to find the point in 
conduct at which consciousness appears. This inference had, 
perhaps, varying degrees of probability, but 1t was one which 
could not be tested experimentally. It could be then simply 
dropped as far as science was concerned. It was not necessary 
for the study of the conduct of the individual animal. Having 
taken that behavioristic standpoint for the lower animals, it was 
possible to carry 1t over to the human animal. 

There remained, however, the field of introspection, of ex- 
periences which are private and belong to the individual him- 
self—experiences commonly called subjective. What was to be 
done with these? John B. Watson’s attitude was that of the 
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Queen in Alice in Wonderland—“Off with their heads!—there 
were no such things. There was no imagery, and no conscious- 
ness. The field of so-called introspection Watson explained by 
the use of language symbols.' These symbols were not neces- 
sarily utteied loudly enough to be heard by others, and often only 
involyed the muscles of the throat without leading to audible 
speech. That was all there was to thought One thinks, but one 
thinks in terms of language In this way Watson explained the 
whole field of inner experience in terms of external behavior, 
Instead of calling such behavior subjective it was regarded as 
the field of behavior that was accessible only to the individual 
himself, One could observe his own movements, his own or- 
gans of articulation, where other persons could not normally ob- 
serve them. Certain fields were accessible to the individual 
alone, but the observation was not different in kind; the dif 
ference lay only in the degree of accessibility of others to certain 
observations. One could be set up in a room by himself and ob- 
serve something that no one else could observe. What a man 
observed in the room would be his own experience Now, in this 
way something goes on in the throat or the body of the individu- 
al which no one else can observe. There are, of course, scientific 
instruments that can be attached to the throat or the body to 
reveal the tendency toward movement. There are some move- 
ments that are easily observable and others which can be de- 
tected only by the individual himself, but there is no qualitative 
difference in the two cases. It is simply recognized that the ap- 
paratus of observation is one that has various degrees of success. 
That, in brief, 1s the point of view of Watson’s behavioristic 
psychology. It aims to observe conduct as it takes place, and to 
utilize that conduct to explain the experience of the individual 
without bringing in the observation of an inner experience, a 
consciousness as such. 

There was another attack on consciousness, that of William 
James in his 1904 article entitled, “Does ‘Consciousness’ Ex- 


*[Especially in Behaosor, an Introduction to Comparatzue Psychology, chap x, Psy- 
chology from the Standposnt of a Behaviorsst, chap, 1x, Behaviorism, chaps x, x } 
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ist?”’? James pointed out that if a person 1s 1n a room the ob- 
jects of the interior can be looked at from two standpoints. The 
furniture, for instance, may be considered from the standpoint 
of the person who bought it and used it, from the point of view 
of its color values which attach to it in the minds of the persons 
who observe them, its aesthetic value, its economic value, its 
traditional value All of these we can speak of in terms of psy- 
chology; they will be put into relationship with the experience 
of the individual One man puts one value upon it and another 
gives it another value, But the same objects can be regarded as 
physical parts of a physical room What James insisted upon 
was that the two cases differ only in an arrangement of certain 
contents in different series. The furniture, the walls, the house 
itself, belong to one historical series We speak of the house as 
having been built, of the furniture as having been made We put 
the house and furniture into another series when one comes 1n 
and assesses these objects from the point of view of his own ex- 
perience He 1s talking about the same chair, but the chair is 
for him now a matter of certain contours, certain colors, taken 
from his own experience. It involves the experience of the in- 
dividual Now one can take a cross-section of both of these two 
orders so that at a certain point there is a meeting of the two 
series The statement in terms of consciousness simply means 
the recognition that the room lies not only in the historical 
series but also in the experience of the individual. There has 
been of late in philosophy a growing recognition of the impor- 
tance of James’s insistence that a great deal has been placed in 
consciousness that must be returned to the so-called objective 
world.3 

Psychology itself cannot very well be made a study of the field 
of consciousness alone, it 1s necessarily a study of a more ex- 
tensive field. It is, however, that science which does make use 

(Published in the Journal of Philosophy, Psychology, and Scientific Method Re- 
printed in Essays sn Radical Emprrtessm | 


3 Modern philosophical realism has helped to free psychology from a concern with 
a philosophy of mental states (1924) 
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of introspection, in the sense that it looks within the experi- 
ence of the individual for phenomena not dealt with in any 
other sciences—phenomena to which only the individual him. 
self has experiential access. That which belongs (expertentially) 
to the individual gua individual, and 1s accessible to him alone, 
is certainly included within the field of psychology, whatever 
else is or is not thus included This 1s our best clue in attempting 
to isolate the field of psychology. The psychological datum 1g 
best defined, therefore, in terms of accessibility That which ts 
accessible, in the experience of the individual, only to the in- 
dividual himself, 1s peculiarly psychological. 

I want to point out, however, that even when we come to the 
discussion of such “‘inner’’ experience, we can approach tt from 
the point of view of the behaviorist, provided that we do not too 
narrowly conceive this point of view What one must insist upon 
is that objectively observable behavior finds expression within 
the individual, not in the sense of being 1n another world, a sub- 
jective world, but in the sense of being within his organism. 
Something of this behavior appears in what we may term “at- 
titudes,” the beginnings of acts Now, if we come back to such 
attitudes we find them giving rise to all sorts of responses The 
telescope in the hands of a novices not a telescope in the sense 
that it is to those on top of Mount Wilson. If we want to trace 
the responses of the astronomer, we have to go back into his 
central nervous system, back to a whole series of neurons, and 
we find something there that answers to the exact way in which 
the astronomer approaches the instrument under certain con- 
ditions. That is the beginning of the act, it is a part of the act 
The external act which we do observe is a part of the process 
which has started within; the values4 which we say the instru- 
ment has are values through the relationship of the object to the 
person who has that sort of attitude. If a person did not have 
that particular nervous system, the instrument would be of no 
value. It would not be a telescope. 


*Value: the future character of the object in so far as it determines your action to 
it (1924). 


Mind 133 


In both versions of behaviorism certain characteristics which 
things have and certain experiences which individuals have can 
be stated as occurrences inside of an act.s But part of the act 
lies within the organism and only comes to expression later, it 
is that side of behavior which I think Watson has passed over. 
There is a field within the act itself which is not external, but 
which belongs to the act, and there are characteristics of that 
inner organic conduct which do reveal themselves in our own 
attitudes, especially those connected with speech. Now, 1f our 
behavioristic point of view takes these attitudes into account 
we find that 1t can very well cover the field of psychology. In 
any case, this approach 1s one of particular importance because 
itis able to deal with the field of communication tn a way which 
neither Watson nor the introspectionist can do. We want to ap- 
proach language not from the standpoint of inner meanings to 
be expressed, but in its larger context of co-operation in the 
group taking place by means of signals and gestures. Meaning 
appears within that process. Our behaviorism 1s a social be- 
haviorism. 

Social psychology studies the activity or behavior of the in- 
dividual as it les within the social process; the behavior of an 
individual can be understood only in terms of the behavior of 
the whole social group of which he 1s a member, since his indi- 


$ An act 1s an impulse that maintains the life-process by the selection of certain sorts 
of stimuli 1t needs Thus, the organism creates its environment. The stimulus 1s the 
occasion for the expression of the impulse 

Stimul: are means, tendency 1s the rea! thing Intelligence is the selection of stimult 
that will set free and maintain life and atd in rebuilding it (1927) 

The purpose need not be “in view,” but the statement of the act includes the goal 
to which the act moves, This 1s a natural teleology, in harmony with a mechanical 
statement (1925). 


6 The study of the process of language or speech—its origins and development—1s 
a branch of social psychology, because 1t can be understood only in terms of the soctal 
processes of behavior within 2 group of interacting organisms, because 1t ts one of the 
activities of such a group The philologist, however, has often taken the view of the 
prisoner in acell The prisoner knows that others are 1n a like position and he wants to 
get in communication with them So he sets about some method of communication, 
some arbitrary affair, perhaps, such as tapping on the wall Now, each of us, on this 
view, 1s shut up tn his own cell of consciousness, and knowing that there are other people 
so shut up, develops ways to set up communication with them 
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vidual acts are involved in larger, social acts which go beyond 
himself and which implicate the other members of that group, 

We are not, in social psychology, building up the behavior 
of the social group in terms of the behavior of the separate in- 
dividuals composing it; rather, we are starting out with a given 
social whole of complex group activity, into which we analyze 
(as elements) the behavior of each of the separate individuals 
composing it. We attempt, that 1s, to explain the conduct of 
the individual in terms of the organized conduct of the social 
group, rather than to account for the organized conduct of the 
social group in terms of the conduct of the separate individuals 
belonging to it. For social psychology, the whole (society) is 
prior to the part (the individual), not the part to the whole, and 
the part 1s explained in terms of the whole, not the whole in 
terms of the part or parts. The soctal act? 1s not explained by 
building tt up out of stimulus plus response, 1t must be taken as 
a dynamic whole—as something going on—no part of which can 
be considered or understood by itself—a complex organic proc- 
ess implied by each individual stimulus and response involved 
in it, 

In social psychology we get at the social process from the 1n- 
side as well as from the outside Social psychology 1s behavior- 
istic in the sense of starting off with an observable activity—the 
dynamic, on-going social process, and the social acts which are 
its component elements—to be studied and analyzed scientifi- 
cally. But it is not behavioristic in the sense of 1gnoring the 
inner experience of the individual—the inner phase of that proc- 
ess or activity. On the contrary, it is particularly concerned 

7“A social act may be defined as one in which the occasion or stimulus which sets 
free an impulse 1s found in the character or conduct of a living form that belongs to the 
proper environment of the living form whose impulse itis J wish, however, to restrict 
the social act to the class of acts which involve the co-operation of more than one tndi- 
vidual, and whose object as defined by the act, in the sense of Bergson, 1s 2 social object 
I mean by a social object one that answers to all the parts of the complex act, though 
these parts are found in the conduct of different individuals The obyective of the acts 
is then found in the Iife-process of the group, not in those of the separate individuals 


alone” [From “The Genesis of the Self and Social Control,” International Fournal of 
Ethics, XXXV (1925), 263-64 | 
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with the rise of such experience within the process as a whole. 
It simply works from the outside to the inside instead of from 
the inside to the outside, so to speak, in its endeavor to deter- 
mine how such experience does arise within the process The 
act, then, and not the tract, 1s the fundamental datum in both 
social and individual psychology when behavuoristically con- 
ceived, and it has both an inner and an outer phase, an internal 
and an external aspect. 

These general remarks have had to do with our point of ap- 
proach. It 1s behavioristic, but unlike Watsonian behaviorism 
it recognizes the parts of the act which do not come to external 
observation, and it emphasizes the act of the human individual 
in its natural social situation. 


THE BEHAVIORISTIC SIGNIFICANCE OF ATTITUDES 


The problem that presents itself as crucial for human psychol- 
ogy concerns the field that 1s opened up by introspection; this 
field apparently could not be dealt with by a purely objective 
psychology which only studied conduct as it takes place for the 
observer. In order that this field could be brought within the 
range of objective psychology, the behaviorist, such as Watson, 
did what he could to cut down the field itself, to deny certain 
phenomena supposed to lie only in that field, such as ‘‘conscious- 
ness’’ as distinct from conduct without consciousness The ant- 
mal psychologist studied conduct without taking up the ques- 
tion as to whether it was conscious conduct or not * But when 
we reach the field of human conduct we are in fact able to dis- 
tinguish reflexes which take place without consciousness There 

4 Comparative psychology freed psychology in general from being confined solely to 
the field of the central nervous system, which, through the physiological psychologists, 
had taken the place of consciousness as such, as the field of psychological investigation 
It thus enabled psychology in general to consider the act as a whole, and as including or 
taking place within the entire social process of behavior In other words, comparative 
psychology—and behaviorism as tts outgrowth—has extended the field of general psy- 
chology beyond the central nervous system of the individual organism alone, and has 
caused psychologists to consider the individual act as a part of the larger social whole 
to which tt in fact belongs, and from which, 1n a definite sense, it gets 1ts meaning, 


though they do not, of course, lose interest thereby in the central nervous system and the 
physiological processes going on in it 
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seems, then, to be a field which the behavioristic psychology 
cannot reach. The Watsonian behaviorist simply did what he 
could to minimize this difference. 

The field of investigation of the behaviorist has been quite 
largely that of the young infant, where the methods employed 
are just the methods of animal psychology He has endeavored 
to find out what the processes of behavior are, and to see how 
the activities of the infant may be used to explain the activities 
of the adult. It 1s here that the psychologist brings 1n the con- 
ditioned reflexes. He shows that by a mere association of cer- 
tain stimuli he can get results which would not follow from these 
secondary stimuli alone This conditioning of reflexes can be 
carried over into other fields, such as those of terror on the part 
of an infant. He can be made to fear something by associating 
the object with others producing terror The same process can 
be used for explaining more elaborate conduct in which we as- 
sociate elements with certain events which are not directly 
connected with them, and by elaborating this conditioning we 
can, it is believed, explain the more extended processes of rea- 
soning and inference. In this way a method which belongs to 
objective psychology ts carried over into the field which is dealt 
with ordinarily in terms of introspection. That 1s, instead of 
saying we have certain ideas when we have certain experiences, 
and that these ideas imply something else, we say that a certain 
experience has taken place at the same time that the first expert- 
ence has taken place, so that now this secondary experience 
arouses the response which belongs to the primary experience. 

There remain contents, such as those of imagery, which are 
more resistant to such analysis What shall we say of responses 
that do not answer to any given experience’ We can say, of 
course, that they are the results of past experiences But take 
the contents themselves, the actual visual :magery that one has: 
it has outhme; it has color, 1t has values; and other characters 
which are isolated with more difficulty. Such experience is one 
which plays a part, and a very large part, in our perception, our 
conduct, and yet t 1s an experience which can be revealed only 
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by introspection. The behaviorist has to make a detour about 
this type of experience if he is going to stick to the Watsonian 
type of behavioristic psychology. 

Such a behaviorist desires to analyze the act, whether indi- 
vidual or social, without any spectfic reference to consciousness 
whatever and without any attempt to locate it ether within the 
field of organic behavior or within the larger field of reality in 
general, He wishes, in short, to deny its existence as such al- 
together. Watson insists that objectively observable behavior 
completely and exclusively constitutes the field of scientific psy- 
chology, individual and social. He pushes aside as erroneous the 
idea of “mind” or ‘‘consciousness,” and attempts to reduce all 
“mental” phenomena to conditioned reflexes and similar physi. 
ological mechanisms—in short, to purely behavioristic terms. 
This attempt, of course, is misguided and unsuccessful, for the 
existence as such of*mind or consciousness, in some sense or 
other, must be admitted—the denial of it leads inevitably to 
obvious absurdities. But though it 1s impossible to reduce mind 
or consciousness to purely behavioristic terms—in the sense of 
thus explaining 1t away and denying its existence as such en- 
tirely—yet it 1s not impossible to exp/ain 1t in these terms, and 
to do so without explaining it away, or denying its existence as 
such, in the least Watson apparently assumes that to deny the 
existence of mind or consctousness as a psychical stuff, sub- 
stance, or entity 1s to deny 1ts existence altogether, and that a 
naturalistic or behavioristic account of 1t as such 1s out of the 
question. But, on the contrary, we may deny its existence as a 
psychical entity without denying its existence in some other 
sense at all, and if we then conceive 1t functionally, and as a 
natural rather than a transcendental phenomenon, it becomes 
possible to deal with it in behavioristic terms, In short, itis not 
possible to deny the existence of mind or consciousness or men- 
tal phenomena, nor 1s it desirable to do so; but it ts possible to 
account for them or deal with them in behavioristic terms which 
are precisely similar to those which Watson employs in dealing 
with non-mental psychological phenomena (phenomena which, 
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according to his definition of the field of psychology, are all the 
psychological phenomena there are). Mental behavior ts not re. 
ducible to non-mental behavior. But mental behavior or phe- 
nomena can be explained in terms of non-mental behavior or 
phenomena, as arising out of, and as resulting from complica. 
tions in, the latter. 

If we are going to use behavioristic psychology to explain 
conscious behavior we have to be much more thoroughgoing in 
our statement of the act than Watson was. We have to take 
into account not merely the complete or social act, but what 
goes on in the central nervous system as the beginning of the in- 
dividual’s act and as the organization of the act. Of course, that 
takes us beyond the field of our direct observation. [t takes us 
beyond that field because we cannot get at the process itself 
It is a field that is more or less shut off, seemingly because of the 
difficulty of the country itself that has to"be investigated. The 
central nervous system 1s only partly explored. Present results, 
however, suggest the organization of the act in terms of atti- 
tudes. There is an organization of the various parts of the nerv- 
ous system that are going to be responsible for acts, an organiza- 
tion which represents not only that which is immediately taking 
place, but also the later stages that are to take place. If one 
approaches a distant object he approaches it with reference to 
what he is going to do when he arrives there. If one ts approach- 
ing a hammer he is muscularly all ready to seize the handle of 
the hammer. The later stages of the act are present in the early 
stages—not simply in the sense that they are all ready to go off, 
but in the sense that they serve to control the process itself. 
They determine how we are going to approach the object, and 
the steps in our early manipulation of it. We can recognize, 
then, that the innervation of certain groups of cells in the central 
nervous system can already initiate in advance the later stages 
of the act The act as a whole can be there determining the 
process. 

We can also recognize in such a general attitude toward an 
object an attitude that represents alternative responses, such 
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as are involved when we talk about our ideas of an object 
A person who is familiar with a horse approaches 1t as one who 
is going torideit He moves toward the proper side and 1s ready 
to swing himself into the saddle. His approach determines the 
success of the whole process But the horse 1s not simply some- 
thing that must be tidden. It 1s an animal that must eat, that 
belongs to somebody. It has ceitain economic values The 
individual 1s ready to do a whole series of things with reference 
to the horse, and that readiness is involved in any one of the 
many phases of the various acts. It 1s a horse that he 1s going 
to mount; 1t is a biological animal, it 1s an economic animal 
Those characters are involved in the ideas of a horse If we seek 
this ideal character of a horse in the central nervous system we 
would have to find it in all those different parts of the initiated 
acts. One would have to think of each as associated with the 
other processes in which he uses the horse, so that no matter 
what the specific act is, there is a 1eadiness to act 1n these differ- 
ent ways with reference to the horse We can find in that sense 
in the beginning of the act just those characters which we as- 
sign to “‘horse’’ as an idea, or 1f you like, as a concept. 

If we are going to look for this idea in a central nervous sys- 
tem we have to look for it in the neurons, particularly in the 
connection between the neurons There are whole sets of con- 
nections there which are of such a character that we are able 
to act in a number of ways, and these possible actions have their 
effect on the way in which we do act. For example, 1f the horse 
belongs to the rider, the rider acts 1n a different way than if it 
belongs to someone else. These other processes involved deter- 
mine the immediate action itself and particularly the later 
stages of the act, so that the temporal organization of the act 
may be present in the immediate process We do not know 
how that temporal organization takes place in the central nerv- 
ous system. In some sense these later processes which are 
going to take place, and are in some sense started, are worked 
into the immediate process. A behavioristic treatment, tf 1t 1s 
made broad enough, 1f 1t makes use of the almost indefinite 
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complexities existing in the nervous system, can adjust itself 
to many fields which were supposed to be confined to an intro- 
spective attack Of course, a great deal of this must be hypo- 
thetical. We learn more day by day of what the connections 
are, but they are largely hypothetical. However, they can at 
least be stated in a behavioristic form. We can, therefore, in 
principle, state behavioristically what we mean by an idea, 


THE BEHAVIORISTIC SIGNIFICANCE OF GESTURES 


The behaviorist of the Watsonian type has been prone to 
catry his principle of conditioning over into the field of lan- 
guage, By a conditioning of reflexes the horse has become asso- 
ciated with the word “horse,” and this 1n turn releases the set of 
responses. We use the word, and the response may be that of 
mounting, buying, selling, or trading. We are ready to do all 
these different things. This statement, however, lacks the rec- 
ognition that these different processes which the behaviorist says 
are identified with the word “horse” must be worked into the 
act itself, or the group of acts, which gather about the horse. 
They go to make up that object in our experience, and the 
function of the word is a function which has its place in that 
organization, but it is not, however, the whole process We find 
that same sort of organization seemingly extended in the con- 
duct of animals lower than man: those processes which go to 
make up our objects must be present in the animals themselves 
who have not the use of language. It 1s, of course, the great 
value, or one of the great values, of language that it does give 
us control over this organization of the act That is a point we 
will have to consider in detail later, but 1t is important to recog- 
nize that that to which the word refers is something that can 
lie in the experience of the individual without the use of lan- 
guage itself. Language does pick out and organize this content 
in experience, It 1s an implement for that purpose. 

Language 1s a part of social behavior.® There are an indefi- 


* What 1s the bastc mechanism whereby the social process goes on? It 1s the mecha- 
nism of gesture, which makes possible the appropriate responses to ane another's be- 
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nite number of signs or symbols which may serve the purpose 
of what we term “language.” We are reading the meaning of 
the conduct of other people when, perhaps, they are not aware 
of it. There is something that reveals to us what the purpose 
is—just the glance of an eye, the attitude of the body which 
leads to the response. The communication set up in this way 
between individuals may be very perfect Conversation in ges- 
tures may be catried on which cannot be translated into articu- 
late speech This 1s also true of the lower animals. Dogs ap- 
proaching each other in hostile attitude carry on such a lan- 
guage of gestures They walk around each other, growling and 
snapping, and waiting for the opportunity to attack. Here is a 
process out of which language might arise, that is, a certain 
attitude of one individual that calls out a response in the other, 
which in turn calls out a different approach and a different re- 
sponse, and so on indefinitely In fact, as we shall see, language 
does arise in just such a process as that We are too prone, 
however, to approach language as the philologist does, from the 
standpoint of the symbol that 1s used.t° We analyze that sym- 
bol and find out what is the intent in the mind of the individual 
1n using that symbol, and then attempt to discover whether this 
symbol calls out this intent in the mind of the other. We as- 
sume that there are sets of ideas tn persons’ minds and that 
these individuals make use of certain arbitrary symbols which 
answer to the intent which the individuals had. But if we are 
going to broaden the concept of language in the sense J have 


havior of the different individual organisms involved in the soctal process Within any 
piven social act, an adjustment 1s effected, by means of gestures, of the actions of one 
organism involved to the actions of another, the gestures are movements of the first 
organism which act as specific stimuli calling forth the (socially) appropriate responses 
of the second organism The field of the operation of gestures 1s the field within which 
the rise and development of human intelligence has taken place through the process of 
the symboltzation of experience which gestures—especially vocal gestures—have made 
possible The specialization of the human animal within this field of the gesture has 
been resporisible, ultumately, for the origin and growth of present human society and 
knowledge, with all the control over nature and over the human environment which 
science makes possible, 


{The Relations of Psychology and Philology,” Psychological Bulleten, 1 (1904), 
375 F] 
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spoken of, so that it takes in the underlying attitudes, we can 
see that the so-called intent, the idea we are talking about, 1s 
one that is involved in the gesture or attitudes which we ate 
using ‘The offering of a chair to a person who comes into the 
room 1s in itself a courteous act We do not have to assume that 
a person says to himself that this person wants a chair. The 
offering of a chair by a person of good manners 1s something 
which 1s almost instinctive. This 1s the very attitude of the in- 
dividual From the point of view of the observer tt 1s a gesture. 
Such early stages of social acts precede the symbol proper, and 
deliberate communication. 

One of the important documents in the history of modern 
psychology, particularly for the psychology of language, 1s 
Darwin’s Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals 
Here Darwin carried over his theory of evolution into the field 
of what we call “conscious experience.” What Darwin did was 
to show that there was a whole series of acts or beginnings of 
acts which called out certain responses that do express emotions 
If one animal attacks another, or is on the point of attacking, or 
of taking the bone of another dog, that action calls out violent 
responses which express the anger of the second dog. There we 
have a set of attitudes which express the emotional attitude of 
dogs, and we can carry this analysis into the human expression 
of emotion 

The part of our organism that most vividly and readily ex- 
presses the emotions 1s the face, and Darwin studied the face 
from this point of view. He took, naturally, the actor, the man 
whose business it 1s to express the emotions by the movements of 
the countenance, and studied the muscles themselves, and in 
studying them he undertook to show what the value of these 
changes of the face might be in the actual act. We speak of 
such expressions as those of anger, and note the way in which 
the blood may suffuse the face at one stage and then leave 1t 
at another Darwin studied the blood flow in fear and in terror 
In these emotions one can find changes taking place in the blood 
flow itself. These changes have their value. They represent, 
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of course, changes in the circulation of blood in the acts. These 
actions are generally actions which are rapid and can only take 
place 1f the blood 1s owing rapidly There must be a change in 
the rhythm of circulation and this generally registers itself in 
the countenance 

Many of our acts of hostility exhibit themselves in attitudes 
of the face similar to animals which attack with their teeth The 
attitude, or in a more generalized term, the gesture, has been 
preserved after the value of the act has disappeared The 
title of Darwin’s work indicates his point of approach. He was 
dealing with these gestures, these attitudes, as expressive of 
emotions and assuming at the time that the gesture has this 
function of expressing the emotions. That attitude has been 
preserved, on this view, after the value of the act has disap- 
peared. This gesture seems to remain for the purpose of express- 
ing emotions. One naturally assumed there an attitude in the 
experience of animals which answers 1n some sense to those 
of the human animal One could apply the doctrine of the sur- 
vival of the fittest here also The implication in this particular 
case was that these gestures or attitudes had lost the value 
which they had in the original acts, and yet had survived. 
The indication was that they had survived because they served 
certain valuable functions, and the suggestion was that this was 
the expression of the emotions. That attitude on Darwin’s part 
is reflected in the work of other psychologists, men who were 
interested, as Darwin was, in the study of the act, tn the infor- 
mation that 1s conveyed by one individual to another by his 
attitude They assume that these acts had a reason for exist- 
ence because they expressed something in the mind of the ind1- 
vidual. It is an approach ltke that of the philologist. They as- 
sume that language existed for the purpose of conveying certain 
ideas, certain feelings. 

If one considers, he realizes that this 1s a false approach It 1s 
quite impossible to assume that animals do undertake to express 
their emotions. They certainly do not undertake to express 
them for the benefit of other animals. The most that can be said 
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1s that the “expressions” did set free a certain emotion in the 
individual, an escape valve, so to speak, an emotional attitude 
which the animal needed, in some sense, to get rid of. They 
certainly could not exist in these lower animals as means of ex- 
pressing emotions, we cannot approach them from the point of 
view of expressing a content in the mind of the individual. 
We can, of course, see how, for the actor, they may become 
definitely a language. An actor, for example, may undertake to 
express his rage, and he may do it by an expression of the coun- 
tenance, and so convey to the audience the emotion he intend- 
ed. However, he is not expressing his own emotion but simply 
conveying to the audience the evidence of anger, and if he is 
successful he may doit more effectively, as far as the audience 1s 
concerned, than a person who 1s 1n reality angered. There we 
have these gestures serving the purpose of expression of the 
emotions, but we cannot conceive that they arose as such a 
language in order to express emotion. Language, then, has to be 
studied from the point of view of the gestural type of conduct 
within which 1t existed without being as such a definite Jan- 
guage. And we have to see how the communicative function 
could have arisen out of that prior sort of conduct. 

The psychology of Darwin assumed that emotion was a 
psychological state, a state of consciousness, and that this state 
could not itself be formulated in terms of the attitude or the 
behavior of the form It was assumed that the emotion 1s there 
and that certain movements might give evidence of it. The 
evidence would be received and acted upon by other forms that 
were fashioned like itself. That is, 1¢ presupposed the conscious 
state over against the biological organism. The conscious state 
was that which was to be expressed in the gesture or the atti- 
tude. It was to be expressed in behavior and to be recognized 
in some fashion as existent in the consciousness of the other 
form through this medium of expression. Such was the general 
psychological attitude which Darwin accepted. 

Contrary to Darwin, however, we find no evidence for the 
prior existence of consciousness as something which brings 
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about behavior on the part of one organism that is of such a 
sort as to call forth an adjustive response on the part of another 
organism, without itself being dependent on such behavior. We 
are rather forced to conclude that consciousness 1s an emergent 
from such behavior, that so far from being a precondition of the 
social act, the social act is the precondition of 1t. The mecha- 
nism of the social act can be traced out without introducing into 
it the conception of consciousness as a separable element within 
that act; hence the soctal act, in its more elementary stages or 
forms, is possible without, or apart from, some form of con- 
sciousness. 


RISE OF PARALLELISM IN PSYCHOLOGY 


The psychology which stresses parallelism has to be distin- 
guished from the psychology which regards certain states of 
consciousness as existing in the mind of the individual, and suc- 
ceeding each other in accordance with their own laws of asso- 
ciation. The whole doctrine of the psychology which follows 
Hume was predominantly associationistic. Given certain states 
of consciousness they were supposed to be held together by oth- 
er similar elements Among these elements were those of pleas- 
ure and pain Connected with this atomism of associated con- 
scious states was a psychology of action grounded on the asso- 
ciation of pleasure and pain with certain other sensations and 
experiences The doctrine of association was the dominant psy- 
chological doctrine; it dealt with static rather than dynamic 
experience. 

The pushing of the psychological side further and further into 
the central nervous system revealed that there were whole 
series of experiences which might be called sensations and yet 
were very different from those which could be regarded as stat- 
ic, such as sound, odor, taste, and color. Association belonged 
to this static world, It was increasingly recognized that there 
was a large part of our experience which was dynamic." The 
form of actual doing was present in some of the sensations which 


1 The lines of association follow the lines of the act (1924). 
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answered to the innervation of sensory nerves There was also 
the study of those tracts which went down to the viscera, and 
these certainly were aligned with the emotional experiences, 
The whole process of the circulation of the blood had been 
opened up, and the action which involved the sudden change of 
the circulation of the blood Fear, hostility, anger, which called 
for sudden movement, or terror, which deprived the individ- 
ual of the ability to move, reflected themselves in the visceral 
conditions; and also had their sensory aspects connected with 
the central nervous system. There was, then, a type of experi- 
ence which did not fall into place in a static world. Wilhelm 
Wundt approached his problem from the standpoint of this sort 
of physiology which offered a clew by means of which one could 
follow out these various dynamic experiences into the mecha- 
nism of the organism itself. 

The treatment which had been given to the central nervous 
system and its motor and sensory nerves had been that of 
bringing a nerve current to a central nervous system which was 
then in turn responsible for a sensation that happened 1n “‘con- 
sciousness’ To get a complete statement of what we call the 
act one had to follow up the sensory side and then follow out 
the motor results that took place because of what happened in 
consciousness. The physiology to which I have referred in a 
certain sense separated itself from the field of consciousness. 
Tt was difficult to carry over such a mechanism as this into the 
lower animals. That, at least, took the psychologist out of the 
field of animal experience Darwin regarded the animal as 
that out of which human conduct evolves, as well as the human 
form, and if this is true then 1t must be that 1n some sense con- 
sciousness evolves. 

The resulting approach 1s from the point of view of conduct 
itself, and here the principle of parallelism is brought 1n. What 
takes place in consciousness runs parallel with what takes place 
in the central nervous system. It 1s necessary to study the con- 
tent of the form as physiological and also as psychological. The 
center of consciousness, within which is registered that which 
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affects the sensory nerves and out of which springs the conduct 
due to sensation and memory images, is to be taken out of 
the phystological mechanism, and yet one must find a parallel 
in what takes place in the nervous system for what the physiol- 
ogist had placed in consciousness as such What I have referred 
to in the matter of the emotions seemed to present a physiologi- 
cal counterpart for what takes place in consciousness, a field 
that seemed to belong peculiarly to the mental side of life 
Hate, love, anger—these are seemingly states of mind. How 
could they be stated in physiological terms? The study of the 
acts themselves from an evolutionary standpoint, and also the 
study of the changes that take place in the organism itself when 
1¢ 15 under the influence of what we call an emotion, present ana- 
logues to these emotional states. One could find something 
there that defintely answered to the emotions 

The further development of this lead occurred in James’s 
theory of the emotions Because we run away when we are 
afraid, and strike when we are angry, we can find something in 
the physiological organism that answers to fear and to anger. 
It 1s an attitude in the organism which answers to these emo- 
tional states, especially these visceral conditions to which I 
have referred, and the sudden changes 1n the circulation which 
are found associated with emotions. It becomes possible to 
relate the psychical conditions with physiological ones The te- 
sult was that one could make a much more complete statement 
of the conduct of the individual in physiological terms, could 
find a parallel for that which ts stated in terms of consciousness 
in the mechanism of the body and tn the operation of that mech- 
anism. Such a psychology was called, naturally enough, a phys- 
iological psychology. It was a statement in terms of what 
went on in the organism of the content with which the psychol- 
ogist had been dealing. What 1s there in the act of the animal 
which answers to these different so-called psychological cate- 
gories? What is there that answers to the sensations, to the 
motor responses’? When these questions were answered physio- 
logically, they, of course, involved mechanisms located inside of 
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the act, for all that takes place in the body is action. It may be 
delayed action, but there 1s nothing there that is itself simply 
a state, a physiological state that could be compared with a 
static state We come then to the sensations and undertake to 
state them in terms of complete reflex action. We deal with the 
sensation from the standpoint of the stimulus, and when we 
come to deal with the various emotional states we deal with 
them in terms of the preparation for action and the act itself 
as it 1s going on.” That is, it becomes now essential to relate a 
set of psychical states with the different phases of the act. Par- 
allelism, then, 1s an attempt to find analogues between action 
and experienced contents. 

The inevitable result of this analysis was to carry psychology 
from a static to a dynamic form. It was not simply a question 
of relating what was found 1n introspection with what ts found 
in the organism; it became a question of relating together those 
things which were found in introspection 1n the dynamic way in 
which the physiological elements were related to the life of the 
organism. Psychology became in turn associational, motor, 
functional, and finally behavioristtc. 

The historical transformation of psychology was a process 
which took place gradually. Consciousness was something which 
could not be simply dispensed with. In early psychology there 
was a crude attempt to account for consciousness as a certain 
secretion in the brain, but this was only a ridiculous phase of 
the transformation. Consciousness was something that was 
there, but 1t was something that could be brought into closer 
and closer relationship with what went on in the body. What 
went on there had a certain definite order, Everything that 
took place in the body was part of an act. The earlier concep- 
tion of the central nervous system assumed that one could locate 
certain faculties of the mind 1n certain parts of the brain, but 
a study of the central nervous system did not reveal any such 
correlation. It became evident that there were nothing but 


1 Thus John Dewey added to James's doctrine the necessity of conflict in actton in 
order for emotions to arise, 
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paths in the central nervous system" The cells of the brain 
were seen to be parts of the nervous paths provided with mate- 
rial for carrying on the system, but nothing was found there to 
carry on the preservation of an idea as such. There was nothing 
in the central nervous system which would enable one to locate 
a tract given over to abstractions. There was a time when the 
frontal lobe was regarded as the locus of thought-processes— 
but the frontal lobe also represents nothing but paths. The 
paths make very complicated conduct possible, they complicate 
the act enormously through the mechanism of the brain; but 
they do not set up any structure which functionally answers 
to ideas. So the study of consciousness from the standpoint of 
the organism inevitably led men to look at consciousness itself 
from the point of view of action. 

What, for example, is our experience that answers to clench- 
ing of the fist? Physiological psychology followed the action 
out through the nerves that came from the muscles of the arm 
and hand. The experience of the act would then be the sensa- 
tion of what was going on; in consciousness as such there ts an 
awareness of what the organ was doing, there is a parallelism 
between what goes on in the organ and what takes place in 
consciousness. This parallelism is, of course, not a complete 
parallelism. There seems to be consciousness corresponding 
only to the sensory nerves.74 We are conscious of some things 
and not consctous of others, and attention seems to play a very 
great part in determining which is the case. The parallelism 
which we carry over does not seem to be complete, but one 
which occurs only at various points. The thing that ts interest- 
ing here is that it is the organism that now provides the clew 
for the analysis. Only portions of the response appear in con- 

13(Among philosophers, Henri Bergson especially stressed this point. See his Ma- 
tore ef Mémoire | 


4 We are conscious always of what we have done, never of doing it We are always 
conscious directly only of sensory processes, never of motor processes, hence we are 
conscious of motor processes only through sensory processes, which are their resultants 
The contents of consciousness have, therefore, to be correlated with or fitted into a 
physiological system in dynamic terms, as processes going on 
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sciousness as such, The organism has assumed the primary 
place Experimental psychology started off from what it could 
get hold of in the physiological system, and then undertook to 
find out what in consciousness seemed to answet to it The 
scientist felt that he had the same assurance that the physiol- 
ogist had in identifying these facts in the nervous system, and 
given those facts he could look into consciousness It was sim- 
pler to start off with the neurosis and then register what was 
found in the psychosis. Thus, the acceptance of some sort of a 
parallelism between the contents of consciousness and the 
physiological processes of the central nervous system led to a 
conception of those contents dynamically, in terms of acts, in- 
stead of statically, in terms of states. In this way the contents 
of consciousness were approached from below (that 1s, natural- 
istically) rather than from above (that is, transcendentally), by 
a study of the physiological processes of the central nervous 
system to determine what in the mind answers to the activities 
of the physiological organism 

There was a question as to the directive centers for unified 
action. We are apt to think of the central nervous system from 
the point of view of the telephone board, with calls coming in 
and responses going out. Certain centers come to be conceived 
as principal centers. If you go back to the base of the brain, to 
that portion which ts the essence of the central nervous system 
of lower forms, you do find an organization there which controls 
in its activity other activities; but when you come to conduct in 
the human form, you fail to find any such system in which 
there is a single directive center or group of centers. One can 
see that the various processes which are involved in running 
away from danger can be processes which are so interrelated 
with other activities that the control comes in the organization. 
One sees the tree as a possible place of escape if a bull is after 
him; and in general, one sees things which will enable the on- 
going activity to be carried out. A varying group of centers 
may be the determining factor in the whole activity of the in- 
dividual. That is the concept which has also been carried over 
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into the field of growth Certain parts of the embryo start 
growing, and control the action of prowth until some other proc- 
ess comes into control. In the cortex, that organ which in some 
sense answers to human intelligence, we fail to find any exclu- 
sive and unvarying control, that 1s, any evidence of 1t in the 
structure of the form itself In some way we can assume that 
the cortex acts as a whole, but we cannot come back to certain 
centers and say that this 1s where the mind 1s lodged in thinking 
andin action, There are an indefinite number of cells connected 
with each other, and their innervation in some sense leads to a 
unitary action, but what that unity ts in terms of the central 
nervous system it 1s almost impossible to state. All the differ- 
ent parts of the cortex seem to be involved in everything that 
happens All the stimul: that reach the brain are reflected into 
all parts of the brain, and yet we do get a unitary action 
There remains, then, a problem which is by no means definitely 
solved the unity of the action of the central nervous system. 
Wundt undertook to find certain centers which would be re- 
sponsible for this sort of unity, but there is nothing in the 
structure of the brain itself which isolated any parts of the 
brain as those which direct conduct as a whole The unity 1sa 
unity of integration, though just how this integration takes 
place in detail we cannot say. 

What I wanted to bring out 1s that the approach to psycho- 
logical theory from the standpoint of the organism must inevi- 
tably be through an emphasis upon conduct, upon the dynamic 
rather than the static. It is, of course, possible to work in the 
other direction, thatis, to look at experience from the point of 
view of the psychologist and to draw conclusions as to what 
must go on in the central nervous system It 1s possible to rec- 
ognize, for example, that we are not simply at the mercy of the 
different stimuli that play in the central nervous system—the 
natural view of the physiologist. We can see these organs ad- 
just themselves to different types of stimuli When air waves 
come in they affect the particular organs of the ear, when 
tastes and odors come in the stimuli get to tracts in the proper 
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organs that respond. There may seem to be merely a response 
of the organism to the stimuli. This position is taken over into 
the psychology of Spencer, who accepted the Darwinian prin- 
ciple of evolution, The influence of environment 1s exercised 
over the form, and the adaptation of the form results from the 
influences of the environment on it. Spencer conceived of the 
central nervous system as being continually played upon by 
stimuli which set up certain paths, so that it was the environ- 
ment which was fashioning the form. 

The phenomena of attention, however, give a different pic- 
ture of conduct. The human animal is an attentive animal, and 
his attention may be given to stimuli that are relatively faint. 
One can pick out sounds at a distance. Our whole intelligent 
process seems to lie in the attention which is selective of cer- 
tain types of stimuli * Other stimult which are bombarding the 
system are in some fashion shunted off We give our attention 
to one particular thing Not only do we open the door to certatn 
stimul: and close it to others, but our attention is an organizing 
process as well as a selective process When giving attention 
to what we are going to do we are picking out the whole group 
of stimuli which represent successive activity Our attention 
enables us to organize the field in which we are going to act 
Here we have the organism as acting and determining its en- 
vironment. It is not simply a set of passive senses played upon 
by the stimuli that come from without The organism goes out 
and determines what it 1s going to respond to, and organizes that 
world. One organism picks out one thing and another picks out 
a different one, since it 1s going to actin a different way Such is 
an approach to what goes on in the central nervous system 
which comes to the physiologist from the psychologist. 

The physiology of attention 1s a field which 1s still a dark 
continent. The organism itself fits itself to certain types of 
conduct, and this is of considerable importance in determining 
what the antmal will do. There also lie back in the organism 
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responses, such as those of escape from danger, that represent 
a peculiar sensitivity. A sound in some other direction would 
not have the same effect. The eye is very sensitive to motions 
that lie outside of the field of central vision, even though this 
area of the retina of the eye 1s not so sensitive to form and dis- 
tinctions of color. You look for a book in a library and you 
carry a sort of mental image of the back of the book; you render 
yourself sensitive to @ certain image of a friend you are going 
to meet. We can sensitize ourselves to certain types of stimull 
and we can build up the sort of action we are going to take. In 
a chain set of responses the form carries out one instinctive re- 
sponse and then finds itself in the presence of another stimulus, 
and so forth; but as intelligent beings we build up such organ- 
ized reactions ourselves. The field of attention is one in which 
there must be a mechanism in which we can organize the differ- 
ent stimuli with reference to others so that certain responses can 
take place. The description of this is something we can reach 
through a study of our own conduct, and at present that is the 
most that we can say. 

Parallelism in psychology was very largely under the control 
of the study of the central nervous system, and that led on in- 
evitably to functional, motor, voluntaristic, and finally behavior- 
istic psychology ‘The more one could state of the processes of 
the individual in terms of the central nervous system, the more 
one would use the pattern which one found 1n the central nerv- 
ous system to interpret conduct. What I am insisting upon ts 
that the patterns which one finds in the central nervous system 
are patterns of action—not of contemplation, not of apprecia- 
tion as such, but patterns of action On the other hand I want 
to point out that one is able to approach the central nervous 
system from the psychologist’s point of view and set certain 
problems to the physiologist. How is the physiologist to ex- 
plain attention? When the physiologist attempts that he is 
bound to do so in terms of the various paths. If he is going to 
explain why one path 1s selected rather than another he must go 
back to these terms of paths and actions You cannot set up 
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in the central nervous system a selective principle which can be 
generally applied throughout; you cannot say there 1s a specific 
something in the central nervous system that 1s related to at- 
tention; you cannot say that there 1s a general power of atten- 
tion You have to state it specifically, so that even when you 
are directing your study of the central nervous system from the 
point of view of psychology, the type of explanation that you 
are going to get will have to be in terms of paths which repre- 
sent action. 

Such, in brief, is the history of the appearance of phystolog:- 
cal psychology in its parallelistic form, a psychology which had 
moved to the next stage beyond that of associationalism. At- 
tention 1s ordinarily stressed in tracing this transition, but the 
emphasis on attention ts one which 1s derived largely from the 
study of the organism as such, and 1t accordingly should be seen 
in the larger context we have presented 


PARALLELISM AND THE AMBIGUITY OF “‘CONSCIOUSNESS”’ 


‘‘Consciousness” 1s a very ambiguous term. One often 1den- 
tifies consciousness with a certain something that is there under 
certain conditions and 1s not there under other conditions One 
approaches this most naturally by assuming that it is something 
that happens under certain conditions of the organism, some- 
thing, then, that can be conceived of as running parallel with 
certain phenomena in the nervous system, but not parallel with 
others. There seems to be no consciousness that answers to the 
motor processes as such; the consctousness we have of our action 
1s that which is sensory in type and which answers to the cur- 
rent which comes from the sensory nerves which are affected 
by the contraction of the muscles We are not conscious of 
the actual motor pocesses, but we have a sensory process that 
runs parallel to it, This is the situation out of which parallelis- 
tic psychology arises. It implies on the one side an otganism 
which 1s a going concern, that seemingly can run without con- 
sciousness. A person continues to live when he 1s under a gen- 
eral anesthetic Consciousness leaves and consciousness re- 
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turns, but the organism itself runs on And the more complete- 
ly one is able to state the psychological processes in terms of the 
central nervous system the less important does this conscious- 
ness become. 

The extreme statement of that sort was given by Hugo 
Munsterberg * He assumed the organism itself simply ran on, 
but that answering to certain nervous changes there wete con- 
scious states. If one said that he did something, what that 
amounted to was a consciousness of the movement of the mus- 
cles of his body in doing it; the consciousness of the beginning 
of the act 1s that which he interpreted as his own volition to act. 
There 1s only a consciousness of certain processes that are goiny 
on. Parallelism in this extreme form, however, left out of ac- 
count just sich processes as those of attention and the selective 
character of consciousness. If the physiologist had been able 
to point out the mechanism of the central nervous system by 
which we organize our action, there might be still dominant 
such a statement in terms of this extreme parallelism which 
would regard the individual as simply conscious of the selec- 
tion which the organism made. But the process of selection 1t- 
self 1s so complex that 1t becomes almost impossible to state it, 
especially in such terms. Consciousness as such 1s peculiarly 
selective, and the processes of selection, of sensitizing the organ 
to stimuli, are something very difficult to isolate in the central 
nervous system. William James points out that the amount of 
difference which you have to give to a certain stimulus to make 
it dominant is very slight, and he could conceive of an act of 
volition which holds on to a certain stimulus, and just gives it 
a little more emphasis than it otherwise would have. Wundt 
tried to make parallelism possible by assuming the possibility 
of certain centers which could perform this selective function. 
But there was no satisfactory statement of the way in which 
one could get this interaction between an organism and a con- 
sciousness, of the way in which consciousness could act upon a 
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central nervous system. So that we get at this stage of the 
development of psychology parallelism rather than interaction- 
ism. 

The parallelistic phase of psychology reveals itself not simply 
as one of the passing forms which has appeared in psychological 
investigation, but as one which has served a very evident pur- 
pose and met a very evident need. 

We do distinguish, in some sense, the experiences that we 
call conscious from those going on in the world around us. We 
see a color and give it a certain name. We find that we are mis- 
taken, due to a defect in our vision, and we go back to the spec- 
tral colors and analyze it. We say there 1s something that is 
independent of our immediate sensory process. We are trying 
to get hold of that part of experience that can be taken as inde- 
pendent of one’s own immediate response. We want to get hold 
of that so that we can deal with the problem of error. Where no 
error is involved we do not draw the line. If we discover that a 
tree seen at a distance 1s not there when we reach the spot, we 
have mistaken something else for a tree. Thus, we have to have 
a field to which we can refer our own experience; and also we 
require objects which are recognized to be independent of our 
own vision. We want the mechanism which will make that dis- 
tinction at any time, and we generalize it in this way. We work 
out the theory of sense perception in terms of the external 
stimulus, so that we can get hold of that which can be depended 
upon in order to distinguish it from that which cannot be de- 
pended upon in the same way. Even an object that is actually 
there can still be so resolved. In the laboratory we can distin- 
guish between the stimulus and the sense experience. The ex- 
perimenter turns on a certain light and he knows just what that 
bight is. He can tell what takes place in the retina and in the 
central nervous system, and then he asks what the experiences 
are. He puts all sorts of elements in the process so that the sub- 
ject will mistake what it is. He gets on the one side conscious 
data and on the other side the physical processes that are going 
on. He carries this analysis only into a field which 1s of impor- 
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tance for his investigation; and he himself has objects out there 
which could be analyzed 1n the same fashion. 

We want to be able to distinguish what belongs to our own 
experience from that which can be stated, as we say, in scientific 
terms. We are sure of some processes, but we are not sure as to 
the reaction of people to these processes. We recognize that 
there are all sorts of differences among individuals. We have 
to make this distinction, so we have to set up a certain paral- 
lelism between things which are there and have a uniform value 
for everybody, and things which vary with certain ind:viduals. 
We seem to get a field of consciousness and a field of physical 
things which are not conscious. 

J want to distinguish the differences in the use of the term 
“consciousness” to stand for accessibility to certain contents, 
and as synonymous with certain contents themselves. When 
you shut your eyes you shut yourself off from certain stimult. 
If one takes an anestnetic the world 1s inaccessible to him. 
Similarly, sleep renders one inaccessible to the world. Now | 
want to distinguish this use of consciousness, that of rendering 
one accessible and inaccessible to certain fields, from these con- 
tents themselves which are determined by the experience of the 
individual. We want to be able to deal with an experience 
which varies with the different individuals, to deal with the dif- 
ferent contents which in some sense represent the same object. 
We want to be able to separate those contents which vary from 
contents which are in some sense common to all of us. Our psy- 
chologists undertake definitely to deal with experience as it 
varies with individuals. Some of these experiences are depend- 
ent upon the perspective of the individual and some are pecul- 
iar to a particular organ. If one 1s color-blind he has a different 
experience from a person with a normal eye. 

When we use “‘consciousness,” then, with reference to those 
conditions which are variable with the experience of the indi- 
vidual, this usage is a quite different one from that of rendering 
ourselves inaccessible to the world? In one case we are dealing 
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with the situation of a person going to sleep, distracting his at- 
tention or centering his attention—a partial or complete exclu- 
sion of certain parts of a field. The other use 1s in application to 
the experience of the individual that 1s different from the expe- 
rience of anybody else, and not only different in that way but 
different from his own experience at different times. Our ex- 
perience varies not simply with our own organism but from mo- 
ment to moment, and yet it is an experience which 1s of some- 
thing which has not varied as our experiences vary, and we 
want to be able to study that experience in this variable form, 
so that some sort of parallelism has to be set up One might 
attempt to set up the parallelism outside of the body, but the 
study of the stimuli inevitably takes us over into the study of 
the body itself 

Different positions will lead to different experiences in regard 
to such an object as a penny placed on acertain spot There are 
other phenomena that are dependent upon the character of the 
eye, or the effect of past experiences What the penny would be 
experienced as depends upon the past experiences that may 
have occurred to the different individuals It is a different 
penny to one person from what it 1s to another, yet the penny 1s 
there as an entity by itself We want to be able to deal with 
these spatially perspectival differences in individuals Still more 
important from a psychological standpoint is the perspective of 
memory, by means of which one person sees one penny and 
another sees another penny. These are characters which we 
want to separate, and it is here that the legitimacy of our paral- 
lelism lies, namely, in that distinction between the object as it 
can be determined, physically and physiologically, as common 
to all, and the experience which 1s pecultar to a particular or- 
ganism, a particular person 

Setting this distinction up as a psychological doctrine gives 
the sort of psychology that Wundt has most effectively and 
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exhaustively presented. He has tried to present the organism 
and its environment ds identical physical objects for any ex- 
perience, although the reflection of them in the different expe- 
riences are all different. Two persons studying the same central 
nervous system at the dissecting table will see it a little differ- 
ently; yet they see the same central nervous system. Each of 
them has a different experience in that process. Now, put on 
one side the organism and its environment as a common object 
and then take what is left, so to speak, and put that into the 
experience of the separate individuals, and the result 1s a paral- 
lelism: on the one side the physical world, and on the other side 
consciousness. 

The basis for this distinction 1s, as we have seen, a familiar 
and a justifiable one, but when put into the form of a psychol- 
ogy, as Wundt did, it reaches its limits; and if carried beyond 
leads into difficulty. The legitimate distinction is that which 
enables a person to identify that phase of an experience which 
is peculiar to himself, which has to be studied in terms of a 
moment in his biography. There are facts which are important 
only in so far as they lie in the biography of the individual. 
The technique of that sort of a separation comes back to the 
physiological environment on one side and to the experience 
on the other. In this way an experience of the object itself is 
contrasted with the individual’s experience, consciousness on 
one side with the unconscious world on the other. 

If we follow this distinction down to its limits we reach a 
physiological organism that 1s the same for all people, played 
upon by a set of stimul: which ts the same to all. We want to 
follow the effects of such stimuli in the central nervous system 
up to the point where a particular individual has a specific ex- 
perience. When we have done that for a particular case, we 
use this analysis as a basis for generalizing that distinction. We 
can say that there are physical things on one side and mental 
events on the other. We assume that the experienced world of 
each person ts looked upon as a result of a causal series that 
lies inside of his brain. We follow stimul: into the brain, and 
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there we say consciousness flashes out. In this way we have ul- 
timately to locate all experience in the brain, and then old 
epistemological ghosts arise Whose brain is 1t? How is the 
brain known? Where does that brain lie? The whole world 
comes to lie inside of the observer’s brain; and his brain lies in 
everybody else’s brain, and so on without end. All sorts of dif. 
ficulties arise if one undertakes to erect this parallelistic division 
into a metaphysical one. The essentially practical nature of 
this division must now be pointed out. 


THE PROGRAM OF BEHAVIORISM 


We have seen that a certain sort of parallelism is involved 
in the attempt to state the experience of the individual in so far 
as it is peculiar to him as an individual. What is accessible only 
to that individual, what takes place only in the field of his own 
inner life, must be stated in its relationship to the situation 
within which it takes place. One individual has one experience 
and another has another experience, and both are stated in terms 
of their biographies; but there is in addition that which 1s com- 
mon to the experience of all. And our scientific statement cor- 
relates that which the individual himself experiences, and which 
can ultimately be stated only in terms of his experience, with 
the experience which belongs to everyone. This is essential in 
order that we may interpret what is peculiar to the individual. 
We are always separating that which is peculiar to our own 
reaction, that which we can see that other persons cannot see, 
from that which is common to all. We are referring what be- 
longs to the experience just of the individual to a common lan- 
guage, to a common world, And when we carty out this rela- 
tionship, this correlation, into what takes place physically and 
physiologically, we get a parallelistic psychology. 

The particular color or odor that any one of us experiences is 
a private affair It differs from the experience of other individ- 
uals, and yet there is the common object to which it refers. 
It is the same light, the same rose, that is involved in these 
experiences. What we try to do is to follow these common 
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stimuli in through the nervous system of each of these individ- 
uals. We aim to get the statement in universal terms which 
will answer to those particular conditions. We want to control 
them as far as we can, and it is that determination of the condi- 
tions under which the particular experience takes place that 
enables us to carry out that control." 

If one says that his experience of an object is made up of 
different sensations and then undertakes to state the conditions 
under which those sensations take place, he may say that he 1s 
stating those conditions in terms of his own experience, But 
they are conditions which are common to all. He measures, he 
determines just what 1s taking place, but this apparatus with 
which he measures is, after all, made up of his sensuous experi- 
ence, Things that are hot or cold, rough or smooth, the objects 
themselves, are stated in terms of sensations, but they are 
stated in terms of sensations which we can make universal, and 
we take these common characters of experience and find in 
terms of them those experiences which are peculiar to the differ- 
ent individuals. 

Psychology is interested in this correlation, in finding out 
what the relationship 1s between what goes on in the physical 
world and what goes on in the organism when a person has a 
sensory experience. That program was carried out by Hermann 
Helmholtz.?? The world was there in terms which could be 
stated in the laws of science, ie, the stimuli: were stated in 
physical terms. What goes on in the nervous system could be 
stated more and more exactly, and this could be correlated 
with certain definite experiences which the individual found 
in his own life. And the psychologist 1s interested in getting 
the correlation between the conditions under which the ex- 
perience takes place and that which 1s peculiar to the individ- 
ual. He wishes to make these statements as universal as possi- 
ble, and is scientific in that respect He wants to state the ex- 
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perience of an individual just as closely as he can in terms of the 
field which he can control, those conditions under which it ap- 
pears. He naturally tries to state the conduct of the individual 
in terms of his reflexes, and he carries back as far as he can the 
more complex reflexes of the individual to the simpler forms of 
action, He uses, as far as he is able to use, a behavioristic 
statement, because that can be formulated in terms of this 
same field over which he has control. 

The motive back of modern psychology gets an expression 
in the field of mental testing, where one 1s getting correlations 
between certain situations and certain responses. It is charac- 
teristic of this psychology that not only 1s it as behavioristic 
as it can be (in that it states the experience of the individual as 
completely as it can in objective terms), but 1t also 1s interested 
in getting such statements and correlations so that it can con- 
trol conduct as far as possible We find modern psychology 
interested 1n practical problems, especially those of educatton. 
We have to lead the intelligences of infants and children into 
certain definite uses of media, and certain definite types of re- 
sponses How can we take the individual with his peculiarities 
and bring him over into a more nearly uniform type of response? 
He has to have the same language as others, and the same units 
of measurement; and he has to take over a certain definite cul- 
ture as a background for his own experience. He has to fit him- 
self into certain social structures and make them a part of him- 
self. How is that to be accomplished? We are dealing with 
separate individuals and yet these individuals have to become 
a part of a common whole. We want to get the correlation 
between this world which 1s common and that which 1s pecultar 
to the individual. So we have psychology attacking the ques- 
tions of learning, and the problems of the school, and trying to 
analyze different intelligences so that we can state them tn terms 
which are as far as possible common; we want something which 
can cotrelate with the task which the child has to carry out. 
There are certain definite processes involved in speech. What 
is there that is uniform by means of which we are able to iden- 
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tify what the individual can do and what particular training he 
may have to take? Psychology also goes over into the field of 
business questions, of salesmanship, personnel questions; it goes 
over into the field of that which 1s abnormal and tnes to get 
hold of that which ts peculiar in the abnormal individual and to 
bring it into relation with the normal, and with the structures 
which get their expression in these abnormalities. It is interest- 
ing to see that psychology starts off with this problem of getting 
correlations between the experience of individuals and condi- 
tions under which it takes place, and undertakes to state this ex- 
perience in terms of behavior, and that it at once endeavors to 
make a practical use of this correlation it finds for the purposes 
of training and control. It 1s becoming essentially a practical 
science, and has pushed to one side the psychological and philo- 
sophical problems which have been tied up with earlier dogma 
under associational psychology. Such are the influences which 
work in the behaviorstic psychology. 

This psychology 1s not, and should not be regarded as, a the- 
ory which is to be put over against an associational doctrine. 
What it is trying to do is to find out what the conditions are 
under which the experience of the individual arises That ex- 
perience 1s of the sort that takes us back to conduct in order 
that we may follow it. It is that which gives a distinctive mark 
to a psychological investigation. History and all the soctal 
sciences deal with human beings, but they are not primanily 
psychological. Psychology may be of great importance in deal- 
ing with, say, economics, the problem of value, of desire, the 
problems of political science, the relation of the individual to the 
state, personal relations which have to be considered in terms of 
individuals. All of the social sciences can be found to have a 
psychological phase. History is nothing but biography, a whole 
series of biographies, and yet all of these social sciences deal 
with individuals in ther common characters; and where the 
individual stands out as different he 1s looked at from the point 
of view of that which he accomplishes in the whole society, or 
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in terms of the destructive effect which he may have, But we 
are not primarily occupied as social scientists in studying his 
experience as such. Psychology does undertake to work out the 
technique which will enable it to deal with these experiences 
which any individual may have at any moment in his life, and 
which are peculiar to that individual, And the method of dealing 
with such an experience 1s in getting the conditions under which 
that experience of the individual takes place. We should under- 
take to state the experience of the individual just as far as we 
can in terms of the conditions under which it arises. It is essen- 
tially a control problem to which the psychologist is turning. 
It has, of course, 1ts aspect of research for knowledge. We want 
to increase our knowledge, but there is back of that an attempt 
to get control through the knowledge which we obtain; and it is 
very interesting to see that our modern psychology is going 
farther and farther into those fields within which control can be 
so realized. It 1s successful in so far as it can work out correla- 
tions which can be tested. We want to get hold of those fac- 
tors in the nature of the individual which can be recognized in 
the nature of all members of society but which can be identified 
in the particular individual. Those are problems which are 
forcing themselves more and more to the front. 

There is another phase of recent psychology which I should 
refer to, namely, configuration or gesta/t psychology, which has 
been of interest in recent years. There we have the recognition 
of elements or phases of experience which are common to the 
experience of the individual and to those conditions under which 
this experience arises.7? There are certain general forms in the 
field of perception in the experience of the individual as well 
as in the objects themselves. They can be identified. One can- 
not take such a thing as a color and build it up out of certain 
sets of sensations. Experience, even that of the individual, 
must start with some whole. It must involve some whole in 
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order that we may get the elements we are after. What is of 
peculiar 1mportance to us is this recognition of an element which 
is common in the perception of the individual and that which is 
regarded as a condition under which that perception arises—a 
position in opposition to an analysis of experience which pro- 
ceeds on the assumption that the whole we have in our percep- 
tion 1s simply an organization of these separate elements. 
Gestalt psychology gives us another element which is common to 
the experience of the individual and the world which deter- 
mines the conditions under which that experience arises Where 
before one had to do with the stimuli and what could be tiaced 
out in the central nervous system, and then correlated with the 
experience of the individual, now we have a certain structure 
that has to be recognized both in the experience of the individ- 
ual and the conditioning world. 

A behavioristic psychology represents a definite tendency 
rather than a system, a tendency to state as far as possible the 
conditions under which the experience of the individual arises. 
Correlation gets its expression in parallelism. The term 1s un- 
fortunate in that it carries with it the distinction between mind 
and body, between the psychical and the physical. It 1s true 
that all the operations of stimuli can be traced through to the 
central nervous system, so we seem to be able to take the prob- 
lem inside of our skins and get back to something in the organ- 
ism, the central nervous system, which 1s representative of 
everything that happens outside. If we speak of a light as 1n- 
fluencing us, it does not influence us until it strikes the retina 
of the eye. Sound does not exert influence until it reaches the 
ear, and so on, so that we can say the whole world can be stated 
in terms of what goes on inside of the organism itself. And we 
can say that what we are trying to correlate are the happenings 
in the central nervous system on the one side and the experi- 
ence of the individual on the other. 

But we have to recognize that we have made an arbitrary 
cut there. We cannot take the central nervous system by itself, 
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nor the physical objects by themselves. The whole process is 
one which starts from a stimulus and involves everything that 
takes place. Thus, psychology correlates the difference of per- 
ceptions with the physical intensity of the stimulus. We could 
state the intensity of a weight we were lifting in terms of the 
central nervous system but that would be a difficult way of 
statingit Thatis not what psychology is trying todo. It is not 
trying to relate a set of psychoses to a set of neuroses. What it 
is trying to do is to state the experiences of the individual in 
terms of the conditions under which they arise, and such condi- 
tions can very seldom be stated 1n terms of the neuroses Occa- 
sionally we can follow the process right up into the central net v- 
ous system, but it is quite tmpossible to state most of the con- 
ditions in those terms. We control experiences in the intensity 
of the light which we have, in the noises that we produce, con- 
trol them in terms of the effects which are produced on us by 
heat and cold. That is where we get our control We may be 
able to change these by dealing with actual organisms, but in 
general we are trying to correlate the experience of the individ- 
ual with the situation under which it arises. In order that we 
may get that sort of control we have to have a generalized state- 
ment. We want to know the conditions under which experience 
may appear. We are interested in finding the most general 
laws of correlation we can find But the psychologist 1s inter- 
ested in finding that sort of condition which can be correlated 
with the experience of the individual. We are trying to state 
the experience of the individual and situations in just as com- 
mon terms as we can, and itis this which gives the importance to 
what we call behavioristic psychology. It is not a new psychol- 
ogy that comes in and takes the place of an old system. 

An objective psychology 1s not trying to get rid of conscious- 
ness, but trying to state the intelligence of the individual in 
terms which will enable us to see how that intelligence 1s exer- 
cised, and how it may be improved. It is natural, then, that 
such a psychology as this should seek for a statement which 
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would bring these two phases of the experience as close to each 
other as possible, or translate them into language which is com- 
mon to both fields We do not want two languages, one of cer- 
tain physical facts and one of certain conscious facts. If you 
push that analysis to the limit you get such results as where 
you say that everything that takes place in consciousness in 
some way has to be located in the head, because you are follow- 
ing up a certain sort of causal relation which affects conscious- 
ness. The head you talk about ts not stated in terms of the head 
you are observing. Bertrand Russell says the real head he 1s 
referring to 1s not the head that the physiologist is looking at, 
but the phystologist’s own head Whether that is the case or 
not, it 18 a matter of infinite indifference to psychologists. That 
is not a problem in the present psychology, and behaviorism is 
not to be regarded as legiturnate up to a certain point and as 
then breaking down. Behavioristic psychology only undertakes 
to get a common statement that 1s significant and makes our 
correlation successful. The history of psychology has been a 
history which moved in this direction, and anyone who looks 
at what takes place in the psychological Associations at the 
present time, and the ways in which psychology is being carried 
over into other fields, sees that the interest, the impulse that 
lies behind 3t, is in getting just such a correlation which will en- 
able sctence to get a control over the conditions of experience. 
The term “parallelism” has an unfortunate implication. it 1s 
historically and philosophically bound up with the contrast of 
the physical over against the psychical, with consciousness over 
against the unconscious world Actually, we simply state what 
an experience 1s over against those conditions under which it 
arises. That fact lies behind “parallelism,” and to carry out the 
correlation one has to state both fields in as common a language 
as possible, and behaviorism is simply a movement in that di- 
rection. Psychology is not something that deals with consctous- 
ness; psychology deals with the experience of the individual in 
its relation to the conditions under which the experience goes 
on It is social psychology where the conditions are social ones. 
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It is behavioristic where the approach to experience is made 
through conduct.” 


WUNDT AND THE CONCEPT OF THE GESTURE 


The particular field of social science with which we are con- 
cerned 1s one which was opened up through the work of Darwin 
and the more elaborate presentation of Wundt. 

If we take Wundt’s parallelistic statement we get a point of 
view from which we can approach the problem of soctal expert- 
ence. Wundt undertook to show the parallelism between what 
goes on in the body as represented by processes of the central 
nervous system, and what goes on in those experiences which 
the individual recognizes as his own. He had to find that which 
was common to these two fields—what in the psychical expert- 
ence could be referred to in physical terms.” 


a By way of further avoiding certain metaphysical smplications I wish to say that it 
does not follow that because we have on the one side experience which ts individual, 
which may be perhaps private in the sense to which I have referred to privacy, and have 
on the other a common world, that we have two Separate levels of existence or reality 
which are to be distinguished metaphysically from each other A great deal that ap- 
pears simply as the experience of an individual, as his own sensation or perception, be- 
comes public later Every discovery as such begins with experiences which have to be 
stated in terms of the biography of the discoverer. The man can note exceptions and 
Implications which other people do not see and can only record them tn terms of his own 
experience. He puts them in that form in order that other persons may pet a like ex- 
perience, and then he undertakes to find out what the explanation of these strange 
facts is He works out hypotheses and tests them and they become common property 
thereafter Thats, there 1s a close relationship between these two fields of the psychical 
and the physical, the private and the public We make distinctions between these, 
recognizing that the same factor may now be only private and yet later may become 
pare It 1s the work of the discoverer through his obset'vations and through his 

ypotheses and experiments to be continually transforming what 1s his own private 
experience into 2 universal form. The same may be said of other fields, as in the work 
of the great artist who takes his own emotions and gives them a universal form so that 
others may enter into them 


*ICf Grundzuge der physiologischen Psychologie | 


| The fundamental defect af Wundt’s psychophysical parallelism is the fundamental 
idefect of all psychophysical parallelism the required parallelism 1s not in fact complete 
on the psychical side, since only the sensory and nat the motor phase of the phystological 
process of experience has a psychic correlate, hence the psychical aspect of the required 
parallelism can be completed only physiologically, thus breaking it down And this 
fundamental defect of his psychophysical parallelism vitiates the analysis of social 


experiences—and especially of communication—which he bases upon the assumption 
of that parallelism 
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Wundt isolated a very valuable conception of the gesture as 
that which becomes later a symbol, but which 1s to be found tn 
its earlier stages as a part of a social act 4 It 1s that part of the 
social act which serves as a stimulus to other forms involved in 
the same social act. I have given the illustration of the dog-fight 
as a method of presenting the gesture The act of each dog be- 
comes the stimulus to the other dog for his response. There is 
then a relationship between these two; and as the act is respond- 
ed to by the other dog, it, in turn, undergoes change. The very 
fact that the dog is ready to attack another becomes a stimulus 
to the other dog to change his own position or his own attitude 
He has no sooner done this than the change of attitude in the 
second dog in turn causes the first dog to change his attitude 
We have here a conversation of gestures. They are not, how- 
ever, gestures in the sense that they are significant. We do not 
assume that the dog says to himself, “If the animal comes from 
this direction he 1s going to spring at my throat and I will turn 
in such a way.” What does take place 1s an actual change in his 
own position due to the direction of the approach of the other 
dog. 

We find a similar situation in boxing and in fencing, as in the 
feint and the parry that is initiated on the part of the other. 
And then the first one of the two in turn changes his attack; 
there may be considerable play back and forth before actually 
a stroke results This 1s the same situation as in the dog-fight. 
If the individual 1s successful a great deal of his attack and de- 
fense must be not considered, it must take place immediately. 
He must adjust himself “instinctively” to the attitude of the 
other individual. He may, of course, think it out. He may de- 
liberately feint 1n order to open up a place of attack. But a great 
deal has to be without deliberation. 

In this case we have a situation in which certain parts of the 
act become a stimulus to the other form to adjust itself to those 


23 [Volkerpsychologie, Vol I For Mead’s treatment of Wundt compare “The Rela- 
tions of Psychology and Philology,” Psychological Bulletin, { (1904), 375 ff, with the 
more critical “The Imagination in Wundt’s Treatment of Myth and Religion,” s2:d., 
III (1906), 393 
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responses; and that adjustment in turn becomes a stimulus to 
the first form to change his own act and start on a different one 
There are a series of attitudes, movements, on the part of these 
forms which belong to the beginnings of acts that are the stimuli 
for the responses that take place. The beginning of a response 
becomes the stimulus to the first form to change his attitude, to 
adopt a different act. The term “gesture” may be identified 
with these beginnings of social acts which are stimuli for the re- 
sponse of other forms. Darwin was interested in such gestures 
because they expressed emotions, and he dealt with them very 
largely as if this were their sole function. He looked at them 
as serving the function with reference to the other forms which 
they served with reference to his own observation. The gestures 
expressed emotions of the animal to Darwin; he saw in the at- 
titude of the dog the joy with which he accompanied his master 
in taking a walk. And he left his treatment of the gestures large- 
ly in these terms 

It was easy for Wundt to show that this was not a legitimate 
point of attack on the problem of these gestures. They did not 
at- bottom serve the function of expression of the emotions: 
that was not the reason why they were stimuli, but rather be- 
cause they were parts of complex acts in which different forms 
were involved They became the tools through which the other 
forms responded. When they did give tise to a certain response, 
they were themselves changed in response to the change which 
took place in the other form. They are part of the organization 
of the social act, and highly important elements in that organt- 
zation. To the human observer they are expressions of emo- 
tion, and that function of expressing emotion can legitimately 
become the field of the work of the artist and of the actor. The 
actor is in the same position as the poet: he is expressing emo- 
tions through his own attitude, his tones of voice, through his 
gestures, just as the poet through his poetry is expressing his 
emotions and arousing that emotion in others. We get in this 
way a function which is not found in the social act of these ani- 
mals, or in a great deal of our own conduct, such as that of the 
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boxer and the fencer. We have this interplay going on with the 
gestures serving their functions, calling out the responses of the 
others, these responses becoming themselves stimuli for read- 
justment, until the final social act itself can be carried out. An- 
other illustration of this is tn the relation of parent-form to the 
infant—the stimulating cry, the answering tone on the part of 
the parent-form, and the consequent change in the cry of the 
infant-form, Here we have a set of adjustments of the two forms 
carrying out a common social act involved in the care of the 
child. Thus we have, in all these instances, a social process in 
which one can tsolate the gesture which has its function in the 
social process, and which can become an expression of emotions, 
or later can become the expression of a meaning, an idea, 

The primitive situation ts that of the social act which involves 
the interaction of different forms, which involves, therefore, the 
adjustment of the conduct of these different forms to each other, 
In carrying out the social process. Within that process one can 
find what we term the gestures, those phases of the act which 
bring about the adjustment of the response of the other form. 
These phases of the act carry with them the attitude as the ob- 
server recognizes it, and also what we call the inner attitude. 
The animal may be angry or afraid. There are such emotional 
attitudes which lie back of these acts, but these are only part 
of the whole process that is going on. Anger expresses itself 
in attack, fear expresses itself in flight We can see, then, that 
the gestures mean these attitudes on the part of the form, that 
1s, they have that meaning for us We see that an animal ts 
angry and that he is going to attack. We know that that is in 
the action of the animal, and 1s revealed by the attitude of the 
animal. We cannot say the animal means it in the sense that he 
has a reflective determination to attack A man may strike an- 
other before he means it, a man may jump and run away froma 
loud sound behind his back before he knows what he is doing. If 
he has the idea in his mind, then the gesture not only means this 
to the observer but it also means the idea which the individual 
has. In one case the observer sees that the attitude of the dog 
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means attack, but he does not say that it means a conscious de- 
termination to attack on the part of the dog. However, if some- 
body shakes his fist in your face you assume that he has not only 
a hostile attitude but that he has some 1dea behind it You as- 
sume that it means not only a possible attack, but that the in- 
dividual has an idea in his experience. 

When, now, that gesture means this idea behind it and it 
arouses that idea in the other individual, then we have a sig- 
nificant symbol. In the case of the dog-fight we have a gesture 
which calls out appropriate response; in the present case we 
have a symbol which answers to a meaning in the experience of 
the first individual and which also calls out that meaning in the 
second individual. Where the gesture reaches that situation it 
has become what we call “language.” It 1s now a significant 
symbol and it signifies a certain meaning.” 

The gesture is that phase of the individual act to which ad- 
justment takes place on the part of other individuals in the 
social process of behavior. The vocal gesture becomes a signifi- 
cant symbol (unimportant, as such, on the merely affective side 
of expertence) when it has the same effect on the individual 
making it that it has on the individual to whom 1t 1s addressed 
or who explicitly responds to it, and thus involves a reference to 
the self of the individual making it. The gesture in general, and 
the vocal gesture in particular, indicates some object or other 
within the field of social behavior, an object of common interest 
to all the individuals involved in the given social act thus di- 
rected toward or upon that object. The function of the gesture 
is to make adjustment possible among the individuals impli- 
cated in any given social act with reference to the object or ob- 
jects with which that act 1s concerned, and the significant ges- 
ture or significant symbol affords far greater facilities for such 
adjustment and readjustment than does the non-significant ges- 
ture, because it calls out in the individual making it the same 
attitude toward it (or toward its meaning) that it calls out in 


*4 [See “A Behaviortstic Account of the Significant Symbol,” Fournal of Phslosophy, 
XIX (1922), 157 fF] 
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the other individuals participating with him in the given social 
act, and thus makes him conscious of their attitude toward it 
(as a component of his behavior) and enables him to adjust his 
subsequent behavior to theirs in the light of that attitude. In 
short, the conscious or significant conversation of gestures 1s 4 
much more adequate and effective mechanism of mutual ad- 
justment within the social act—involving, as it does, the taking, 
by each of the individuals carrying it on, of the attitudes of the 
others toward himself—than is the unconscious or non-signifi- 
cant conversation of gestures. 

When, in any given social act or situation, one individual in- 
dicates by a gesture to another individual what this other indi- 
vidual 1s to do, the first individual is conscious of the meaning of 
his own gesture—or the meaning of his gesture appears 1n his 
own experience—in so far as he takes the attitude of the second 
individual toward that gesture, and tends to respond to it im- 
plicitly in the same way that the second individual responds to 
it explicitly. Gestures become significant symbols when they 
implicitly arouse in an individual making them the same re- 
sponses which they explicitly arouse, or are supposed to arouse, 
in other individuals, the individuals to whom they are addressed; 
and in all conversations of gestures within the social process, 
whether external (between different individuals) or internal (be- 
tween a given individual and himself), the individual’s con- 
sciousness of the content and flow of meaning involved depends 
on his thus taking the attitude of the other toward his own 
gestures. In this way every gesture comes within a given social 
group or community to stand for a particular act or response, 
namely, the act or response which it calls forth explicitly in the 
individual to whom it is addressed, and implicitly in the indi- 
vidual who makes it; and this particular act or response for 
which it stands is its meaning as a significant symbol. Only in 
terms of gestures as significant symbols is the existence of mind 
or intelligence possible; for only in terms of gestures which are 
significant symbols can thinking—which is simply an internal- 
ized or implicit conversation of the individual with himself by 
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means of such gestures—take place. The internalization in our 
experience of the external conversations of gestures which we 
carry on with other individuals in the social process is the es- 
sence of thinking; and the gestures thus internalized are signifi- 
cant symbols because they have the same meanings for all in- 
dividual members of the given society or social group, 1 e., they 
respectively arouse the same attitudes in the individuals making 
them that they arouse in the individuals responding to them: 
otherwise the individual could not internalize them or be con- 
scious of them and their meanings. As we shall see, the same 
procedure which 1s responsible for the genesis and existence of 
mind or consciousness—namely, the taking of the attitude of 
the other toward one’s self, or toward one’s own behavior—also 
necessarily involves the genesis and existence at the same time 
of significant symbols, or significant gestures. 

In Wundt's doctrine, the parallelism between the gesture and 
the emotion or the intellectual attitude of the individual, makes 
it possible to set up a like parallelism in the other indrvidual. 
The gesture calls out a gesture in the other form which will 
arouse or call out the same emotional attitude and the same 
idea Where this has taken place the individuals have begun to 
talk to each other. What I referred to before was a conversa- 
tion of gestures which did not involve significant symbols or 
gestures The dogs are not talking to each other; there are no 
ideas in the minds of the dogs; nor do we assume that the dog 
is trying to convey an idea to the other dog. But if the gesture, 
in the case of the human individual, has parallel with it a cer- 
tain psychical state which is the idea of what the person is go- 
ing to do, and if this gesture calls out a like gesture in the other 
individual and calls out a similar idea, then 1t becomes a signifi- 
cant gesture. It stands for the ideas in the minds of both of 
them. 

There is some difficulty in carrying out this analysis 1f we ac- 
cept Wundt's parallelism When a person shakes his fist 1n your 
face, that 1s a gesture in the sense in which we use the term, the 
beginning of an act that calls out a response on your part. Your 
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response may vary: it may depend on the size of the man, 1t may 
mean shaking your fist, or it may mean flight. A whole series of 
different responses are possible. In order that Wundt’s theory 
of the origin of language may be carricd out, the gesture which 
the first individual makes use of must in some sense be repro- 
duced in the experience of the individual in order that it may 
arouse the same idea in his mind We must not confuse the be- 
ginning of language with its later stages Itis quite true that as 
soon as we see the attitude of the dog we say that 1t means an 
attack, or that when we see a person looking around for a chair 
that it means he would like to sit down The gesture 1s one 
which means these processes, and that meaning 1s aroused by 
what we see. But we are supposed to be at the beginning of 
these developments of language. If we assume that there is a 
certain psychical state answering to a physical state how are we 
going to get to the point where the gesture will arouse the same 
gesture in the attitude of the other individual? In the very be- 
pinning the other person’s gesture means what you are going to 
do aboutit It does not mean what he1s thinking about or even 
his emotion Supposing his angry attack aroused fear in you, 
then you are not going to have anger in your mind, but fear. 
His gesture means fear as far as you are concerned That is the 
primitive situation. Where the big dog attacks the little dog, 
the little dog puts his tail between his legs and runs away, but 
the gesture does not cali out in the second individual what it did 
in the first The response 1s generally of a different kind from 
the stimulus in the social act, a different action 1s aroused. If 
you assume that there 1s a certain idea answering to that act, 
then you want at a later stage to get the 1dea of the first form, 
but originally your idea will be your own idea which answers to 
a certain end. If we say that gesture “A” has idea “‘a’’ as an- 
swering to it, gesture “A” in the first form calls out gesture “B” 
and its related idea ‘‘b” in the second form. Here the idea that 
answers to gesture “A” 1s not idea ‘“‘a” but idea “b.”’ Such a 
process can never arouse in one mind just the idea which the 
other person has in his. 
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How, in terms of Wundt’s psychological analysis of commu- 
nication, does a responding organism get or experience the same 
idea or psychical correlate of any given gesture that the organ- 
ism making this gesture has? The difficulty is that Wundt pre- 
supposes selves as antecedent to the social process in order to 
explain communication within that process, whereas, on the 
contrary, selves must be accounted for in terms of the social 
process, and in terms of communication; and individuals must 
be brought into essential relation within that process before 
communication, or the contact between the minds of different 
individuals, becomes possible. The body 1s not a self, as such; 
it becomes a self only when 1t has developed a mind within the 
context of social experience. It does not occur to Wundt to ac- 
count for the existence and development of selves and minds 
within, or in terms of, the social process of experience, and his 
presupposition of them as making possible that process, and 
communication within it, invalidates his analysis of that proc- 
ess For if, as Wundt does, you presuppose the existence of 
mind at the start, as explaining or making possible the social 
process of experience, then the origin of minds and the inter- 
action among minds become mysteries. But if, on the other 
hand, you regard the social process of experience as prior (in a 
rudimentary form) to the existence of mind and explain the 
origin of minds in terms of the interaction among individuals 
within that process, then not only the origin of minds, but also 
the interaction among minds (which is thus seen to be internal 
to their very nature and presupposed by their existence or devel- 
opment at all) cease to seem mysterious or miraculous. Mind 
arises through communication by a conversation of gestures in 
a social process or context of experience—not communication 
through mind. 

Wundt thus overlooks the important fact that communica- 
tion is fundamental to the nature of what we term “mind”; and 
It 1s precisely in the recognition of this fact that the value and 
advantage of a behavioristic account of mind is chiefly to be 
found Thus, Wundt’s analysis of communication presupposes 
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the existence of minds which are able to communicate, and this 
existence remains an inexplicable mystery on his psychological 
basis; whereas the behavioristic analysis of communication 
makes no such presupposition, but instead explains or accounts 
for the existence of minds in terms of communication and social 
experience; and by regarding minds as phenomena which have 
arisen and developed out of the process of communication and 
of social experience generally—phenomena which therefore pre- 
suppose that process, rather than being presupposed by it—this 
analysis is able to throw teal light on their nature. Wundt pre- 
serves a dualism or separation between gesture (or symbol) and 
idea, between sensory process and psychic content, because his 
psychophysical parallelism commits him to this dualism; and 
though he recognizes the need for establishing a functional rela- 
tionship between them 1n terms of the process of communica- 
tion within the social act, yet the only relationship of this sort 
which can be established on his psychological basis 1s one which 
entirely fails to illuminate the bearing that the context of social 
experience has upon the existence and development of mind. 
Such illumination 1s provided only by the behavionistic analy- 
sis of communication, and by the statement of the nature of 
mind in terms of communication to which that analysis leads. 


MEANING 


We are particularly concerned with intelligence on the human 
level, that 1s, with the adjustment to one another of the acts of 
different human individuals within the human social process; 
an adjustment which takes place through communication: by 
gestures on the lower planes of human evolution, and by signifi- 
cant symbols (gestures which possess meanings and are hence 
more than mere substitute stimul1) on the higher planes of hu- 
man evolution. 

The central factor in such adjustment is “meaning.” Mean- 
ing arises and lies within the field of the relation between the 

5 [See also ‘Social Consciousness and the Consciousness of Meaning,” Psychological 
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gesture of a given human organism and the subsequent be- 
havior of this organism as indicated to another human organ. 
ism by that gesture. If that gesture does so indicate to another 
organism the subsequent (or resultant) behavior of the given 
organism, then it has meaning In other words, the relationship 
between a given stimulus—as a gesture—and the later phases 
of the social act of which it 1s an early (if not the initial) phase 
constitutes the field within which meaning originates and ex- 
ists. Meaning 1s thus a development of something objectively 
there as a relation between certain phases of the social act, 1t 1s 
not a psychical addition to that act and it is not an “idea” as 
traditionally conceived. A gesture by one organism, the result. 
ant of the social act 1n which the gesture !s an early phase, and 
the response of another organism to the gesture, are the relata 
in a triple or threefold relationship of gesture to first organism, 
of gesture to second organism, and of gesture to subsequent 
phases of the given social act; and this threefold relationship 
constitutes the matrix within which meaning arises, or which 
develops into the field of meaning. The gesture stands for a 
certain resultant of the social act, a resultant to which there is a 
definite response on the part of the individuals involved therein, 
so that meaning 1s given or stated in terms of response. Mean- 
ing is implicit—if not always explicit—in the relationship among 
the various phases of the social act to which it refers, and out of 
which it develops. And its development takes place in terms of 
symbolization at the human evolutionary level. 

We have been concerning ourselves, in general, with the so- 
cial process of experience and behavior as 1t appears in the call- 
ing out by the act of one organism of an adjustment to that act 
in the responsive act of another organism. We have seen that 
the nature of meaning is intimately associated with the social 
process as it thus appears, that meaning involves this three-fold 
relation among phases of the social act as the context in which 
it arises and develops: this relation of the gesture of one organ- 
ism to the adjustive response of another organism (also impli- 
cated in the given act), and to the completion of the given act— 
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a relation such that the second organism responds to the ges- 
ture of the first as indicating or referring to the completion of 
the given act. For example, the chick’s response to the cluck of 
the mother hen ts a response to the meaning of the cluck; the 
cluck refers to danger or to food, as the case may be, and has 
this meaning or connotation for the chick. 

The social process, as involving communication, is in a sense 
responsible for the appearance of new objects in the field of ex- 
perience of the individual organisms implicated in that process. 
Organic processes or responses 1n a sense constitute the objects 
to which they are responses, that 1s to say, any given biological 
organism is in a way responsible for the existence (in the sense 
of the meanings they have for 1t) of the objects to which 1t 
physiologically and chemically responds. There would, for ex- 
ample, be no faod—no edible objects—if there were no organ- 
isms which could digest 1t. And similarly, the social process in a 
sense constitutes the objects to which it responds, or to which 
it is an adjustment. That 1s to say, objects are constituted in 
terms of meanings within the social process of experience and 
behavior through the mutual adjustment to one another of the 
responses or actions of the various individual organisms 1n- 
volved in that process, an adjustment made possible by means 
of a communication which takes the form of a conversation of 
gestures in the earlier evolutionary stages of that process, and 
of language in its later stages. 

Awareness or consciousness is not necessary to the presence 
of meaning in the process of social experience. A gesture on the 
part of one organism in any given social act calls out a response 
on the part of another organism which 1s directly related to the 
action of the first organism and its outcome; and a gesture is a 
symbol of the result of the given social act of one organism (the 
ofganism making it) in so far as it is responded to by another 
organism (thereby also involved in that act) as indicating that 
result. The mechanism of meaning is thus present in the social 
act before the emergence of consciousness or awareness of mean- 
ing occurs. The act or adjustive response of the second organ- 
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ism gives to the gesture of the first organism the meaning which 
it has. 

Symbolization constitutes objects not constituted before, ob- 
jects which would not exist except for the context of social rela- 
tionshtps wherein symbolization occurs. Language does not 
simply symbolize a situation or obyect which 1s already there in 
advance, it makes possible the existence or the appearance of 
that situation or object, for it is a part of the mechanism where- 
by that situation or object 1s created. The social process relates 
the responses of one individual to the gestures of another, as the 
meanings of the latter, and is thus responsible for the rise and 
existence of new objects in the social situation, objects depend- 
ent upon or constituted by these meanings. Meaning 1s thus 
not to be conceived, fundamentally, as a state of consciousness, 
or as a set of organized relations existing or subsisting mentally 
outside the field of experience into which they enter; on the con- 
trary, 1t should be conceived objectively, as having its existence 
entirely within this field itself * The response of one organism 
to the gesture of another in any given social act is the meaning of 
that gesture, and also ts 1n a sense responsible for the appearance 
or coming into being of the new object—or new content of an 
old object—to which that gesture refers through the outcome of 
the given social act in which it 1s an early phase. For, to repeat, 
objects are in a genuine sense constituted within the social proc- 
ess of experience, by the communication and mutual adjust- 
ment of behavior among the individual organisms which are 1n- 
volved in that process and which carry it on. Just as in fencing 
the parry is an interpretation of the thrust, so, in the social act, 
the adjustive response of one organism to the gesture of another 
is the interpretation of that gesture by that organism—it 1s the 
meaning of that gesture. 

At the level of self-consciousness such a gesture becomes a 
symbol, a significant symbol. But the interpretation of gestures 

4 Nature has meaning and implication but not indication by symbols The symbol 


is distinguishable from the meaning tt refers to Meanings are in nature, but symbols 
are the heritage of man (1924) 
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is not, basically, a process going on in a mind as such, or one 
necessarily involving a mind; it is an external, overt, physical, 
or physiological process going on 1n the actual field of social 
experience. Meaning can be described, accounted for, or stated 
in terms of symbols or language at its highest and most complex 
stage of development (the stage it reaches in human experi- 
ence), but language simply lifts out of the social process a situa- 
tion which Is logically or implicitly there already. The language 
symbol is simply a significant or conscious gesture 

Two main points are being made here: (1) that the social 
process, through the communication which tt makes possible 
among the individuals implicated 1n it, 1s responsible for the ap- 
pearance of a whole set of new objects in nature, which exist in 
relation to it (objects, namely, of “common sense’); and (2) 
that the gesture of one organism and the adjustive response of 
another organism to that gesture within any given social act 
bring out the relationship that exists between the gesture as the 
beginning of the given act and the completion or resultant of 
the given act, to which the gesture refers. These are the two 
basic and complementary logical aspects of the social process. 

The result of any given social act is definitely separated from 
the gesture indicating it by the response of another organism to 
that gesture, a response which points to the result of that act as 
indicated by that gesture This situation is all there—is com- 
pletely given—on the non-mental, non-conscious level, before 
the analysis of 1t on the mental or conscious level. Dewey says 
that meaning arises through communication 77 It is to the con- 
tent to which the social process gives rise that this statement re- 
fers; not to bare ideas or printed words as such, but to the social 
process which has been so largely responsible for the objects 
constituting the daily environment in which we live: a process 
in which communication plays the main part. That process can 
give rise to these new objects in nature only 1n so far as it makes 
possible communication among the individual organisms in- 
volved in 1t. And the sense in which it is responsible for their 


at [See Experience and Nature, chap. v} 
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existence—indeed for the existence of the whole world of com. 
mon-sense objects—is the sense in which it determines, condi- 
tions, and makes possible their abstraction from the total strac- 
ture of events, as identities which are relevant for everyday 
social behavior; and in that sense, or as having that meaning, 
they are existent only relative to that behavior. In the same 
way, at a later, more advanced stage of its development, com- 
munication 1s responsible for the existence of the whole realm of 
scientific objects as well as identities abstracted from the total 
structure of events by virtue of their relevance for scientific 
purposes, 

The logical structure of meaning, we have seen, 1s to be found 
in the threefold relationship of gesture to adjustive response and 
to the resultant of the given social act. Response on the part of 
the second organism to the gesture of the first is the interpreta- 
tion—and brings out the meaning—of that gesture, as indicat- 
ing the resultant of the social act which it initiates, and in which 
both organisms are thus involved. This threefold or triadic re- 
lation between gesture, adjustive response, and resultant of the 
social act which the gesture initiates is the basis of meaning, for 
the existence of meaning depends upon the fact that the adjus- 
tive response of the second organism ts directed toward the re- 
sultant of the given social act as initiated and indicated by the 
gesture of the first organism. The basis of meaning is thus ob- 
jectively there in social conduct, or in nature in its relation to 
such conduct. Meaning 1s a content of an object which 1s de- 
pendent upon the relation of an organism or group of organisms 
toit It is not essentially or primarily a psychical content (a 
content of mind or consciousness), for it need not be conscious 
at all, and ts not in fact until significant symbols are evolved in 
the process of human social experience. Only when it becomes 
identified with such symbols does meaning become conscious. 
The meaning of a gesture on the part of one organism is the ad- 
justive response of another organism to it, as indicating the re- 
sultant of the social act it initiates, the adjustive response of the 
second organism being itself directed toward or related to the 
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completion of that act. In other words, meaning involves a ref- 
erence of the gesture of one organism to the resultant of the so- 
cial act 1t indicates or initiates, as adjustively responded to in 
this reference by another organism; and the adjustive response 
of the other organism is the meaning of the gesture. 

Gestures may be either conscious (significant) or unconscious 
(non-significant). The conversation of gestures 1s not signifi- 
cant below the human level, because it is not conscious, that 1s, 
not se/f-conscious (though it is conscious in the sense of involv. 
ing feelings or sensations). An animal as opposed to a human 
form, in indicating something to, or bringing out a meaning for, 
another form, 1s not at the same time indicating or bringing out 
the same thing or meaning to or for himself; for he has no mind, 
no thought, and hence there is no meaning here in the signifi- 
cant or self-conscious sense. A gesture 1s not significant when 
the response of another organism to 1t does not indicate to the 
organism making it what the other organism is responding to.8 

Much subtlety has been wasted on the problem of the mean- 
ing of meaning. It is not necessary, in attempting to solve this 
problem, to have recourse to psychical states, for the nature of 
meaning, as we have seen, 1s found to be implicit in the struc- 
ture of the social act, implicit in the relations among its three 
basic individual components: namely, in the triadic relation of a 
gesture of one individual, a response to that gesture by a second 
individual, and completion of the given social act initiated by the 
gesture of the first individual. And the fact that the nature of 

28 There are two characters which belong to that which we term “meanings,” one 13 
participation and the other 18 communicability. Meaning can arise only in so far as 
some phase of the act which the individual ts arousing in the other can be aroused in 
himself There is always to this extent participation And the result of chis participa- 
tion 1s communicability, 1 e , the individual can indicate to himself what he indicates to 
others There 1s communication without significance where the gesture of the individual 
calls out the response in the other without calling out of tending to call out the same re- 
sponse in the individual himself Significance from the standpoint of the observer may 
be said to be present in the gesture which calls out the appropriate response in the other 
or others within a co-operative act, but it does not become significant to the individuals 
who are involved in the act unless the tendency to the act 13 aroused within the indi- 


vidual who makes it, and unless the individual who 1s directly affected by the gesture 
puts himself in che attitude of the individual who makes the gesture (MS), 
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meaning 1s thus found to be implicit in the structure of the so- 
cial act provides additional emphasis upon the necessity, in so- 
cial psychology, of starting off with the initial assumption of an 
ongoing social process of expertence and behavior in which any 
given group of human individuals 1s involved, and upon which 
the existence and development of their minds, selves, and self- 
consciousness depend. 


THE NATURE OF REFLECTIVE INTELLIGENCE 


In the type of temporary inhibition of action which signifies 
thinking, or in which reflection arises, we have presented in the 
experience of the individual, tentatively and in advance and for 
his selection among them, the different possibilities or alterna- 
tives of future action open to him within the given social situa- 
tion—the different or alternative ways of completing the given 
social act wherein he is implicated, or which he has already intti- 
ated. Reflection or reflective behavior arises only under the 
conditions of self-consciousness, and makes possible the pur- 
posive control and organization by the individual organism of 
its conduct, with reference to its social and physical environ- 
ment, 1.e., with reference to the various social and physical situ- 
ations in which it becomes involved and to which it reacts. The 
organization of the self 1s simply the organization, by the indi- 
vidual organism, of the set of attitudes toward its social envi- 
ronment—and toward itself from the standpoint of that envi- 
ronment, or as a functioning element in the process of social ex- 
perience and behavior constituting that environment—which it 
is able to take. It 1s essential that such reflective intelligence be 
dealt with from the point of view of social behaviorism. 

I said a moment ago that there is something involved 1n our 
statement of the meaning of an object which 1s more than the 
mere response, however complex that may be. We may respond 
to a musical phrase and there may be nothing in the experience 
beyond the response; we may not be able to say why we respond 
or what tt is we respond to, Our attitude may simply be that 
we like some music and do not like other music. Most of our 
recognitions are of this sort. We pick out the book we want but 
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could not say what the character of the book is. We probably 
could give a more detailed account of the countenance of a man 
we meet for the first time than of our most intimate friends. 
With our friends we are ready to start our conversation the 
moment they are there; we do not have to make sure who they 
are But if we try to pick out a man who has been described to 
us we natrowly examine the person to make sure he answers to 
the account that ts given tous. With a person with whom we are 
familiar we carry on our conversation without thinking of these 
things. Most of our processes of recognition do not involve this 
identification of the characters which enable us to identify the 
objects. We may have to describe a person and we find we can- 
not do it—we know him too well. We may have to pick those 
details out, and then if we are taking a critical attitude we have 
to find out what it is in the object that calls out this complex 
response. When we are doing that we are getting a statement 
of what the nature of the obyect ts, or 1f you like, its meaning. 
We have to indicate to ourselves what it is that calls out this 
particular response. We recognize a person, say, because of the 
character of his physique If one should come into the room 
greatly changed by a long attack of sickness, or by exposure to 
the tropical sun, one’s friends would not be able to recognize 
him immediately. There are certain elements which enable us 
to recognize a friend. We may have to pick out the characters 
which make recognition successful, to indicate those characters 
to somebody or to ourselves. We may have to determine what 
the stimuli are that call out a response of this complex character. 
That is often a very difficult thing to do, as is evidenced by mu- 
sical criticism. A whole audience may be swept away by a com- 
position and perhaps not a person there will be able tostate what 
it is in the production that calls out this particular response, or 
to tell what the various reactions are in these individuals. It is 
an unusual gift which can analyze that sort of an object and 
pick out what the stimulus 1s for so complex an action. 

What I want to call attention to 1s the process by which there 
is an indication of those characters which do call out the re- 
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sponse. Animals of a type lower than man respond to certain 
characters with a nicety that is beyond human capacity, such 
as odor in the case of adog. But 1t would be beyond the capac- 
ity of a dog to indicate to another dog what the odor was. An- 
other dog could not be sent out by the first dog to pick out this 
odor A man may tell how to identify another man. He can in- 
dicate what the characters are that will bring about a certain 
response, That ability absolutely distinguishes the intelligence 
of such a reflective being as man from that of the lower animals, 
however intelligent they may be. We generally say that man is 
a rational animal and lower animals are not. What I wanted to 
show, at least in terms of behavioristic psychology, 1s that*what 
we have in mind in this distinction is the indication of those 
characters which lead to the sort of response which we give 
to an object. Pointing out the characters which lead to the re- 
sponse 1s precisely that which distinguishes a detective office 
that sends out a man, from a bloodhound which runs down a 
man. Here are two types of intelligence, each one specialized; 
the detective could not do what the bloodhound does and the 
bloodhound could not do what the detective does. Now, the in- 
telligence of the detective over against the intelligence of the 
bloodhound lies in this capacity to indicate what the particular 
characters are which will call out his response of taking the 
man.?? 

Such would be a behaviorist’s account of what 1s involved in 
reason. When you are reasoning you are indicating to yourself 
the characters that call out certain responses—and that is all 
you are doing. If you have the angle and a side you can deter- 
mine the area of a triangle; given certain chatacters there are 
certain responses indicated. There are other processes, not ex- 
actly rational, out of which you can build up new responses from 
old ones You may pick out responses which are there in other 


*9 Intelligence and knowledge are inside the process of conduct. Thinking is an 
elaborate process of presenting the world so that 1¢ will be favorable for conduct, 
so that the ends of the life of the form may be reached (MS) 

a 18 pointing out—to think about a thing 1s to point 1t out before acting 
1924 
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reactions and put them together. A book of directions may pro- 
vide a set of stimul1 which lead to a certain set of responses, and 
you pick them out of your other complex responses, perhaps as 
they have not been picked out before. When you write on a 
typewriter you may be instructed as to the way in which to use 
it. You can build up a fairly good technique to start with, but 
even that 1s a process which still involves the indication of the 
stimult to call out the various responses. You unite stimuli 
which have not been united in the past, and then these stimult 
take with them the compound responses It may bea crude re- 
sponse at first, and must be freed from the responses had tn the 
past. The way in which you react toward the doubling of letters 
when you write is different from the way you react in writing the 
letters on a typewriter. You make mistakes because the re- 
sponses you utilize have been different, have been connected 
with a whole set of other responses. A drawing teacher will 
sometimes have pupils draw with the left hand rather than the 
right, because the habits of the nght hand are very difficult to 
get rid of. Thisis what you are doing when you act in a rational 
fashion: you are indicating to yourself what the stimul: are that 
will call out a complex response, and by the order of the stimuli 
you are determining what the whole of the response will be. 
Now, to be able to indicate those stimuli to other persons or to 
yourself is what we call rational conduct as distinct from the un- 
reasoning intelligence of the lower animals, and from a good deal 
of our own conduct 

Man is distinguished by that power of analysis of the field 
of stimulation which enables him to pick out one stimulus rather 
than another and so to hold on to the response that belongs to 
that stimulus, picking it out from others, and recombining it 
with others. You cannot get a lock to work. You notice certain 
elements, each of which brings out a certain sort of response; and 
what you are doing is holding on to these processes of response 
by giving attention to the stimuli. Man can combine not only 
the responses already there, which is the thing an animal lower 
than man can do, but the human individual can get into his ac- 
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tivities and break them up, giving attention to specific ele- 
ments, holding the responses that answer to these particular 
stimuli, and then combining them to build up another act. That 
is what we mean by learning or by teaching a person to do a 
thing. You indicate to him certain specific phases or characters 
of the object which call out certain sorts of responses. We state 
that generally by saying consciousness accompanies only the 
sensory process and not the motor process. We can directly con- 
trol the sensory but not the motor processes, we can give our 
attention to a particular element in the field and by giving such 
attention and so holding on to the stimulus we can get control 
of the response. That is the way we get control of our action, 
we do not directly control our response through the motor paths 
themselves. 

There is no capacity in the lower forms to give attention to 
some analyzed element in the field of stimulation which would 
enable them to control the response. But one can say to a per- 
son “Look at this, just see this thing” and he can fasten his at- 
tention on the specific object He can direct attention and so 
isolate the particular response that answers to 1t. That 1s the 
way in which we break up our complex activities and thereby 
make learning possible. What takes place is an analysis of the 
process by giving attention to the specific stimuli that call out a 
particular act, and this analysis makes possible a reconstruction 
of the act. An animal makes combinations, as we say, only by 
trial and error, and the combination that 1s successful simply 
maintains itself, 

The gesture as worked out in the conduct of the human group 
serves definitely to indicate just these elements and thus to 
bring them within the field of voluntary attention. There is, of 
course, a fundamental likeness between voluntary attention and 
involuntary attention. A bright light, a peculiar odor, may be 
something which takes complete control of the organism and in 
so far inhibits other activity. A voluntary action, however, is 
dependent upon the indication of a certain character, pointing 
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it out, holding on to it, and so holding on to the response that 
belongs to it. That sort of an analysis is essential to what we 
call human intelligence, and it is made possible by language. 

The psychology of attention ousted the psychology of associ- 
ation. An indefinite number of associations were found which 
le in our experience with reference to anything that comes be- 
fore us, but associational psychology never explained why one 
association rather than another was the dominant one. It laid 
down rules that if a certain association had been intense, recent, 
and frequent it would be dominant, but often there are in fact 
situations in which what seems to be the weakest element in the 
situation occupies the mind. It was not until the psychologist 
took up the analysis of attention that he was able to deal with 
such situations, and to realize that voluntary attention is de- 
pendent upon indication of some character in the field of stimu- 
lation. Such indication makes possible the isolation and re- 
combination of responses. 

In the case of the vocal gesture there 1s a tendency to call out 
the response in one form that 1s called out in the other, so that 
the child plays the part of parent, of teacher, or preacher. The 
gesture under those conditions calls out certain responses in 
the individual which it calls out in the other person, and carry- 
ing it out in the individual isolates that particular character of 
the stimulus. The response of the other is there in the individual 
isolating the stimulus If one calls out quickly to a person in 
danger, he himself 1s in the attitude of jumping away, though 
the act is not performed. He 1s not in danger, but he has those 
particular elements of the response in himself, and we speak of 
them as meanings. Stated in terms of the central nervous sys- 
tem, this means that he has stirred up its upper tracts which 
would lead to the actual jumping away. A person picks out the 
different responses involved in escape when he enters the thea- 
ter and notices the signs on the program cautioning him to 
choose the nearest exit in case of fire. He has all the different 
responses, so to speak, listed before him, and he prepares what 
he 1s going to do by picking out the different elements and put- 
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ting them together in the way required. The efficiency engineer 
comes in to pick out this, that, or the other thing, and chooses 
the order in which they should be carried out. One ts doing the 
same himself in so far as he 1s self-conscious. Where we have to 
determine what will be the order of a set of responses, we are 
putting them together in a certain fashion, and we can do this 
because we can indicate the order of the stimuli which are going 
to act upon us. That is what is involved in the human intelli- 
gence as distinguished from the intelligence type of the lower 
forms. We cannot tell an elephant that he ts to take hold of 
the other elephant’s tail; the stimulus will not indicate the same 
thing to the elephant as to ourselves. We can create a situa- 
tion which is a stimulus to the elephant but we cannot get the 
elephant to indicate to itself what this stimulus 1s so that he has 
the response to it in his own system. 

The gesture provides a process by means of which one does 
arouse in himself the reaction that might be aroused in another, 
and this is not a part of his immediate reaction in so far as his 
immediate physical environment is concerned. When we tell 
a person to do something the response we have is not the doing 
of the actual thing, but the beginning of it. Communication 
gives to us those elements of response which can be held in the 
mental field. We do not carry them out, but they are there con- 
stituting the meanings of these objects which we indicate. Lan- 
guage 1s a process of indicating certain stimuli and changing the 
response to them in the system of behavior. Language as a so- 
cial process has made it possible for us to pick out responses and 
hold them in the organism of the individual, so that they are 
there in relation to that which we indicate. The actual gesture 
is, within limits, arbitrary. Whether one points with his finger, 
or points with the glance of the eye, or motion of the head, or the 
attitude of the body, or by means of a vocal gesture in one lan- 
guage or another, is indifferent, provided it ‘does call out the ’ 
response that belongs to that thing which is indicated. That is 
the essential part of language. The gesture must be one that 
calls out the response in the individual, or tends to call out the 
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response in the individual, which its utilization will bring out 
in another’s response. Such is the material with which the mind 
works. However slight, there must be some sort of gesture. To 
have the response isolated without an indication of a stimulus is 
almost a contradiction in terms I have been trying to point 
out what this process of communication does tn the way of pro- 
viding us with the material that exists in our mind, It does this 
by furnishing those gestures which in affecting us as they affect 
others call out the attitude which the other takes, and that we 
take in so far as we assume his réle We get the attitude, the 
meaning, within the field of our own control, and that control 
consists in combining all these various possible responses to fut- 
nish the newly constructed act demanded by the problem. In 
such a way we Can state rational conduct in terms of a behavior- 
istic psychology. 

I wish to add one further factor to our account: the relation 
of the temporal character of the nervous system to foresight and 
choice. 

The central nervous system makes possible the impliett initi- 
ation of a number of possible alternative responses with refer- 
ence to any given object or objects for the completion of any al- 
ready initiated act, in advance of the actual completion of that 
act, and thus makes possible the exercise of intelligent or re- 
flective choice in the acceptance of that one among these possi- 
ble alternative responses which 1s to be carried into overt 
effect 3 

Human intelligence, by means of the physiological mecha- 
nism of the human central nervous system, deliberately selects 
one from among the several alternative responses which are 
possible in the given problematic environmental situation; and 
if the given response which it selects is complex—i.e , is a set or 


3° Tt is an advantage to have these responses ready before we get to the object. If 
our world were right on top of us, in contact with us, we would have no time for de- 
liberation, There would be only one way of responding to that world. 

Through his distance organs and his capacity for delayed responses the individual 
lives in the future with the possibility of planning his life with reference to that future 


(1931). 
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chain or group or succession of simple responses—it can organ- 
ize this set or chain of simple responses in such a way as to make 
possible the most adequate and harmontous solution by the in- 
dividual of the given environmental problem. 

It is the entrance of the alternative possibilities of future re- 
sponse into the determination of present conduct 1n any given 
environmental situation, and their operation, through the 
mechanism of the central nervous system, as part of the factors 
or conditions determining present behavior, which decisively 
contrasts intelligent conduct or behavior with reflex, instinctive, 
and habitual conduct or behavior—delayed reaction with im- 
mediate reaction. That which takes place in present organic 
behavior is always in some sense an emergent from the past, and 
never could have been precisely predicted in advance—never 
could have been predicted on the basis of a knowledge, however 
complete, of the past, and of the conditions 1n the past which 
are relevant to its emergence; and in the case of organic be- 
havior which 1s intelligently controlled, this element of spon- 
taneity is especially prominent by virtue of the present influence 
exercised over such behavior by the possible future results or 
consequences which it may have. Our ideas of or about future 
conduct are our tendencies to act in several alternative ways in 
the presence of a piven environmental situation—tendencies or 
attitudes which can appear, or be implicitly aroused, in the 
structure of the central nervous system in advance of the overt 
response or reaction to that situation, and which thus can enter 
as determining factors into the control or selection of this overt 
response. Ideas, as distinct from acts, or as failing to issue in 
overt behavior, are simply what we do not do; they are possi- 
bilities of overt responses which we test out implicitly in the 
central nervous system and then reject in favor of those which 
we do in fact act upon or carry into effect. The process of in- 
telligent conduct is essentially a process of selection from among 
various alternatives, intelligenceis largely a matter of selectivity. 

Delayed reaction is necessary to intelligent conduct. The 
organization, implicit testing, and final selection by the indi- 
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vidual of his overt responses or reactions to the social situations 
which confront him and which present him with problems of 
adjustment, would be impossible 1f his overt responses or reac. 
tions could not in such situations be delayed until this process of 
organizing, implicitly testing, and finally selecting is carried 
out; that ts, would be impossible 1f some overt response or other 
to the given environmental stimuli had to be immediate. With- 
out delayed reaction, or except in terms of 1t, no conscious or 
intelligent control over behavior could be exercised; for it is 
through this process of selective reaction—which can be selec- 
tive only because 1t is delayed—that intelligence operates in the 
determination of behavior. Indeed, it 1s this process which con- 
stitutes intelligence. The centra] nervous system provides not 
only the necessary physiological mechanism for this process, but 
also the necessary physiological condition of delayed reaction 
which this process presupposes. Intelligence 1s essentially the 
ability to solve the problems of present behavior in terms of its 
possible future consequences as implicated on the basis of past 
experience—the ability, that is, to solve the problems of present 
behavior in the light of, or by reference to, both the past and 
the future; 1t involves both memory and foresight. And the 
process of exercising intelligence is the process of delaying, or- 
ganizing, and selecting a response or reaction to the stimuli of 
the given environmental situation. The process is made possible 
by the mechanism of the central nervous system, which permits 
the indrvidual’s taking of the attitude of the other toward him- 
self, and thus becoming an object to himself. This is the most 
effective means of adjustment to the social environment, and 
indeed to the environment in general, that the individual has at 
his disposal. 

An attitude of any sort represents the beginning, or potential 
initiation, of some composite act or other, a social act in which, 
along with other individuals, the individual taking the given 
attitude is involved or implicated. The traditional supposition 
has been that the purposive element in behavior must ultimate- 
ly be an idea, a conscious motive, and hence must imply or de- 
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pend upon the presence of a mind. But the study of the nature 
of the central nervous system shows that tn the form of physi. 
ological attitudes (expressed in specific physiological sets) differ- 
ent possible completions to the given act are there in advance of 
its actual completion, and that through them the earlier parts 
of the given act are affected or influenced (in present conduct) 
by its later phases; so that the purposive element 1n behavior 
has a physiological seat, a behavioristic basis, and 1s not funda- 
mentally nor necessarily conscious or psychical. 
MIND AND THE SYMBOL 


I have attempted to point out that the meanings of things, 
our ideas of them, answer to the structure of the organism in its 
conduct with reference to things The structure which makes 
this possible was found primarily in the central nervous system, 
One of the peculiarities of this system 1s that 1t has, in a sense, 
a temporal dimension; the things we are going to do can be ar- 
ranged in a temporal order so that the later processes can in 
their inception be present determining the earlier processes, 
what we are going to do can determine our immediate approach 
to the object. 

The mechanism of the central nervous system enables us to 
have now present, in terms of attitudes or implicit responses, 
the alternative possible overt completions of any given act in 
which we are involved, and this fact must be realized and recog- 
nized, in virtue of the obvious control which later phases of any 
given act exert over its earlier phases. More specifically, the 
central nervous system provides a mechanism of implicit re- 
sponse which enables the individual to test out implicitly the 
various possible completions of an already initiated act in ad- 
vance of the actual completion of the act—and thus to choose 
for himself, on the basis of this testing, the one which it is most 
desirable to perform explicitly or carry mto overt effect. The 
central nervous system, 1n short, enables the individual to ex- 
ercise conscious control over his behavior. It 1s the possibility of 
delayed response which principally differentiates reflective con- 
duct from non-reflective conduct in which the response 1s al- 
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ways immediate. The higher centers of the central nervous sys- 
tem are involved in the former type of behavior by making pos- 
sible the interposition, between stimulus and response in the 
simple stimulus-response arc, of a process of selecting one or 
another of a whole set of possible responses and combinations of 
responses to the given stimulus. 

Mental processes take place in this field of attitudes as ex- 
pressed by the central nervous system; and this field is hence 
the field of ideas: the field of the control of present behavior 1n 
terms of 1ts future consequences, or in terms of future behavior: 
the field of that type of intelligent conduct which 1s peculiarly 
characteristic of the higher forms of life, and especially of hu- 
man beings The various attitudes expressible through the cen- 
tral nervous system can be organized into different types of sub- 
sequent acts, and the delayed reactions or responses thus made 
possible by the central nervous system are the distinctive fea- 
ture of mentally controlled or intelligent behavior. 

What 1s the mind as such, if we are to think in behavioristic 
terms! Mind, of course, 1s a very ambiguous term, and [ want 
to avoid ambiguities What I suggested as characteristic of the 
mind 1s the reflective intelligence of the human animal which 
can be distinguished from the intelligence of lower farms If we 
should try to regard reason as a specific faculty which deals 
with that which 1s universal we should find responses in lower 
forms which are universal. We can also point out that their 
conduct ts purposive, and that types of conduct which do not 
lead up to certain ends are eliminated. This would seem to an- 
swer to what we term “mind” when we talk about the animal 


3t In considering the réle or function of the central nervous system—important 
though it ts—in intelligent human behavior, we must nevertheless keep in mind the 
fact that such behavior ts essenttally and fundamentally social, that 1t involves and pre- 
supposes an ever ongoing socta! Itfe-pracess, and that the unity of this ongoing social 
process—or of any one of its component acts—ts irreducible, and in particular cannot 
be adequately analyzed simply into a number of discrete nerve elements This fact 
must be recognized by the social psychologist. These discrete nerve elements lie within 
the unity of this ongoing soctal process, or within the unity of any one of the social 
acts in which this process 1s expressed or embodied, and the analysis which tsolates 
them—the analysis of which they are the results or end-products—does not and cannot 
destroy that unity. 
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mind, but what we refer to as reflective intelligence we generally 
recognize as belonging only to the human organism. The non- 
human animal acts with reference to a future in the sense that it 
has impulses which are seeking expression that can only be sat- 
isfied in later experience, and however this is to be explained, 
this later experience does determine what the present experience 
shall be If one accepts a Darwinian explanation he says that 
only those forms survive whose conduct has a certain relation- 
ship to a specific future, such as belongs to the environment of 
the specific form The forms whose conduct does insure the fu- 
ture will naturally survive In such a statement, indirectly at 
least, one 1s making the future determine the conduct of the 
form through the structure of things as they now exist as a re. 
sult of past happenings 

When, on the other hand, we speak of reflective conduct we 
very definitely refer to the presence of the future in terms of 
ideas The intelligent man as distinguished from the intelligent 
animal presents to himself what 1s going to happen The animal 
may act in such a way as to insure its food tomorrow. A squirrel 
hides nuts, but we do not hold that the squirrel has a picture of 
what is going tohappen The young squirrel 1s born 1n the sum- 
mer time, and has no directions from other forms, but it will 
start off hiding nuts as well as the older ones. Such action shows 
that experience could not direct the activity of the specific form. 
The provident man, however, does definitely pursue a certain 
course, pictures a certain situation, and directs his own conduct 
with reference to1t The squirrel follows certain blind impulses, 
and the carrying-out of its impulses leads to the same result that 
the storing of grain does for the provident man, It 1s this pic- 
ture, however, of what the future is to be as determining our 
present conduct that 1s the characteristic of human intelligence 
—-the future as present in terms of ideas. 

When we present such a picture 1t is in terms of our reactions, 
in terms of what we are going to do There is some sort of a 
problem before us, and our statement of the problem is 1n terms 
of a future situation which will enable us to meet it by our pres- 
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ent reactions That sort of thinking characterizes the human 
form and we have endeavored to isolate its mechanism. What 
is essential to this mechanism 1s a way of indicating characters 
of things which contro] responses, and which have various val- 
ues to the form itself, so that such characters will engage the 
attention of the organism and bring about a desired result The 
odor of the victim engages the attention of the beast of prey, 
and by attention to that odor he does satisfy his hunger and in- 
sure his future. What 1s the difference between such a situation 
and the conduct of the man who acts, as we say, rationally? The 
fundamental difference 1s that the latter individual in some way 
indicates this character, whatever it may be, to another person 
and to himself; and the symbolization of 1t by means of this 1n- 
dicative gesture 1s what constitutes the mechanism that gives 
the implements, at least, for intelligent conduct. Thus, one 
points to a certain footprint, and says that 1t means bear. Now 
to identify that sort of a trace by means of some symbol so that 
it can be utilized by the different members of the group, but 
particularly by the individual himself later, 1s the characteristic 
thing about human intelligence. To be able to identify “this as 
leading to that,’ and to get some sort of a gesture, vocal or 
otherwise, which can be used to indicate the implication to 
others and to himself so as to make possible the control of con- 
duct with reference to it, 1s the distinctive thing in human tn- 
telligence which is not found in animal intelligence. 

What such symbols do ts to pick out particular characteristics 
of the situation so that the response to them can be present in 
the experience of the individual. We may say they are present 
in 1deal form, as in a tendency to run away, in a sinking of the 
stomach when we come on the fresh footprints of a bear. The 
indication that this 1s a bear calls out the response of avoiding 
the bear, or if one 1s on a bear hunt, it indicates the further 
progress of the hunt One gets the response into experience be- 
fore that response ts overtly carried out through indicating and 
emphasizing the stimulus that instigates 1t. When this symbol 
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is utilized for the thing itself one is, in Watson’s terms, condi- 
tioning a reflex. The sight of the bear would lead one to run 
away, the footprint conditioned that reflex, and the word “bear” 
spoken by one’s self or a friend can also condition the reflex, so 
that the sign comes to stand for the thing so far as action 1s 
concerned. 

What I have been trying to bring out 1s the difference be- 
tween the foregoing type of conduct and the type which I have 
illustrated by the experiment on the baby with the white rat 
and the noise behind its head. In the latter situation there 1s a 
conditioning of the reflex in which there is no holding apart of 
the different elements But when there is a conditioning of the 
reflex which involves the word “bear,” or the sight of the foot- 
print, there 1s in the experience of the individual the separation 
of the stimulus and the response. Here the symbol means bear, 
and that in turn means getting out of the way, or furthering the 
hunt. Under those circumstances the person who stumbles on 
the footprints of the bear is not afraid of the footprints—he is 
afraid of the bear. The footprint means a bear The child 1s 
afraid of the rat, so that the response of fear 1s to the sight of the 
white rat, the man is not afraid of the footprint, but of the bear. 
The footprint and the symbol which refers to the bear in some 
sense may be said to condition or set off the response, but the 
bear and not the sign ts the object of the fear The tsolation of 
the symbol, as such, enables one to hold on to these given char- 
acters and to isolate them in their relationship to the object, and 
consequently in their relatton to the response. It 1s that, I 
think, which characterizes our human intelligence to a peculiar 
degree. We have a set of symbols by means of which we indi- 
cate certain characters, and in indicating those characters hold 
them apart from their immediate environment, and keep sim- 
ply one relationship clear, We isolate the footprint of the bear 
and keep only that relationship to the animal that made tt 
We are reacting to that, nothing else. One holds on to it as an 
indication of the bear and of the value that object has 1n expert- 
ence as something to be avoided or to be hunted The ability to 
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isolate these important characters in their relationship to the 
object and to the response which belongs to the object is, | 
think, what we generally mean when we speak of a human being 
thinking a thing out, or having a mind. Such ability makes the 
world-wide difference between the conditioning of reflexes in the 
case of the white rat and the human process of thinking by 
means of symbols. 

What 1s there tn conduct that makes this level of experience 
possible, this selection of certain characters with their relation- 
ship to other characters and to the responses which these call 
out? My own answer, it 1s clear, is in terms of such a set of sym- 
bols as arise in our social conduct, in the conversation of ges- 
tures—in a word, in terms of language. When we get into con- 
duct these symbols which indicate certain characters and their 
relationship to things and to responses, they enable us to pick 
out these characters and hold them in so far as they determine 
our conduct. 

A man walking across country comes upon a chasm which he 
cannot jump. He wants to go ahead but the chasm prevents 
this tendency from being carried out. In that kind of a situa- 
tion there arises a sensitivity to all sorts of characters which he 
has not noticed before. When he stops, mind, we say, 1s freed. 


s1The meanings of things or objects are actual inherent properties or qualities of 
ther, the locus of any given meaning 1s in the thing which, as we say, “hasit” We refer 
to the meaning of a thing when we make use of the symbol Symbols stand for the mean- 
ings of those things or objects which have meanings, thev are given portions of experi- 
ence which point to, indicate, or represent other portions of experience not directly 
present or given at the time when, and tn the situation in which, any one of them 1s thus 
present (of 1s immediately experienced) The symbol 1s thus more than a mere substi- 
tute stimulus—more than a mere stimulus fort a conditioned response or reflex For the 
conditioned reflex—the response to a mere substitute stimulus—does not or need not 
involve consciousness, whereas the response to a symbol does and must involve con- 
sciousness Conditioned reflexes plus consciousness of the attitudes and meanings 
they involve are what constitute language, and hence lay the basis, or comprise the 
mechanism for, thought and intelligent conduct Language is the means whereby indi. 
viduals can indicate to one another what their responses to objects will be, and hence 
what the meanings of objects are, it 18 not a mere system of conditioned reflexes Ra- 
tional conduct always involves a reflexive reference to self, that 1s, an indication to the 
individual of the sigmficances which his actions or gestures have for other individuals. 
And the experiential or behavioristic basis for such conduct—the neuro-physiological 
mechanism of thinking—is to be found, as we have seen, in the central nervous system. 
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He does not simply look for the indication of the path going 
ahead The dog and the man would both try to find a point 
where they could cross, But what the man could do that the 
dog could not would be to note that the sides of the chasm seem 
to be approaching each other in one direction. He picks out the 
best places to try, and that approach which he indicates to him. 
self determines the way in which he 1s going to go If the dog 
saw at a distance a narrow place he would run to it, but prob. 
ably he would not be affected by the gradual approach which 
the human indtvidual symbolically could indicate to himself, 

The human individual would see other objects about him, and 
have other images appear in his experience. He sees a tree which 
might serve as a bridge across the space ahead of him. He might 
try various sorts of possible actions which would be suggested to 
him in such a situation, and present them to himself by means 
of the symbols he uses He has not stmply conditioned certain 
responses by certain stimuli If he had, he would be bound to 
those. What he does do by means of these symbols is to indi- 
cate certain characters which are present, so that he can have 
these responses there all ready to go off. He looks down the 
chasm and thinks he sees the edges drawing together, and he 
may run toward that point Or he may stop and ask 1f there is 
not some other way in which he can hasten his crossing. What 
stops him is a variety of other things he may do. He notes all 
the possibilities of getting across. He can hold on to them by 
means of symbols, and relate them to each other so that he can 
get a final action. The beginning of the act is there in his experi- 
ence. He already has a tendency to go in a certain direction and 
what he would do 1s already there determining him And not 
only is that determination there in his attitude but he has that 
which is picked out by means of the term “that is narrow, I can 
jump it.” He ts ready to jump, and that reflex 1s ready to de- 
termine what he is doing. These symbols, instead of being a 
mere conditioning of reflexes, are ways of picking out the stim- 
uli so that the various responses can organize themselves into a 


form of action 33 


33 The reflective act consists tn a reconstruction of the petceptual field so that it 
becomes possible for impulses which were in conflict ta inhibit action no longer. This 
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The situation in which one seeks conditioning responses is, I 
think, as far as effective intelligence 1s concerned, always pres- 
ent in the form of a problem. When a man is just going ahead 
he seeks the indications of the path but he does it unconscious- 
ly He Just sees the path ahead of him; he ts not aware of look- 
ing for it under those conditions. But when he reaches the 
chasm, this onward movement ts stopped by the very process 
of drawing back from the chasm. That confisct, so to speak, sets 
him free to see a whole set of other things. Now, the sort of 
things he will see will be the characters which represent various 
possibilities of action under the circumstances. The man holds 
on to these different possibilities of response in terms of the dif- 
ferent stimuli which present themselves, and it 1s his ability to 
hold them there that constitutes his mind. 

We have no evidence of such a situation in the case of the 
lower animals, as is made fairly clear by the fact that we do not 
find in any animal behavior that we can work out in detail any 
symbol, any method of communication, anything that will an- 
swer to these different responses so that they can all be held 
there in the experience of the individual It 1s that which dif- 
ferentiates the action of the reflectively intelligent being from 
the conduct of the lower forms; and the mechanism that makes 
that possible 1s language We have to recognize that language 
is a part of conduct. Mind involves, however, a relationship to 
the characters of things. Those characters are in the things, 
may take place by such a temporal readjustment that one of the conflicting impulses 
finds a later expression In this case there has entered into the perceptual field other 
impulses which postpone the expression of that which had inhibited action Thus, 
the width of the ditch inhibits the impulse to yump There enters into the perceptual 
field the image of a narrower stretch and the impulse to*go ahead finds its place tn a 
combination of tmpulses, including that of movement toward the narrower stretch, 

The reconstruction may take place through the appearance of other sensory char- 
acters in the field ignored before A board Jong enough to bridge the ditch 1s recognized 
Because the individual has already the complex of impulses which lead to lsfung it and 
placing it across the ditch it becomes a part of the organized group of impulses that 
carry the man along toward his destination In neither case would he be ready to re- 
spond to the stimulus (in the one case the tmage of the narrower stretch of the ditch, 
in the other the sight of the board) 1f he had not reactions in his nature answering to 
these objects, nor would these tendencies to response sensitize him to their stimult if 
they were not freed from firmly organized habits It 1s this freedom, then, that 1s the 


prerequisite of reflection, and st 18 our social self-reflective conduct that gives this free- 
dom to human individuals in their group life (MS) 
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and while the stimuli call out the response which 1s in one sense 
present in the organism, the responses are to things out there. 
The whole process is not a mental product and you cannot put 
it inside of the brain. Mentality 1s that relationship of the or- 
ganism to the situation which is mediated by sets of symbols, 


THE RELATION OF MIND TO RESPONSE AND 
ENVIRONMENT 


We have seen that mental processes have to do with the 
meanings of things, and that these meanings can be stated in 
terms of highly organized attitudes of the individual These 
attitudes involve not only situations in which the elements are 
simultaneous, but also ones which involve other temporal rela- 
tionships, 1e, the adjustment of the present response to later 
responses which are in some sense already initiated. Such an 
organization of attitudes with reference to what we term ob- 
jects 1s what constitutes for us the meanings of things. These 
meanings in logical terminology are considered as universals, 
and this universality, we have seen, attaches in a certain sense 
to a habitual response in contrast to the particular stimuli which 
elicit this response. The universality 1s reflected in behavior- 
istic terms 1n the identity of the response, although the stimuli 
that call out this response are all different. We can throw this 
statement into a logical form and say that the response is uni- 
versal while the strmul: are particulars which are brought under 
such a universal. 

These relations of attitudes to each other throw light upon 
the relation of a ‘substance’ to its attributes. We speak of a 
house as, in a certain sense, a substance to which the attribute 
of color may be applied. The color 1s an accident which inheres 
in a certain substance, as such. This relationship of the inher- 
ence of a certain character in a certain substance 1s a relation- 
ship of a specific response, such as that of ornamenting objects 
about us, to the group of actions involved in dwelling in a house 
The house must protect us, it must provide for us when we are 
asleep and when we are awake, it must carry the requisites of 
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a family life—these are essentials that stand for a set of re- 
sponses in which one inevitably implies the other. There are 
other responses, however, that vary. We can satisfy not simply 
our taste, but also our whims in the ornaments we use. Those 
are not essential There are certain responses that vary, where- 
as there is a certain body of more or less standardized responses 
that remain unchanged. The organized sets of responses an- 
swer to the meanings of things, answer to them in their univer- 
sality, that is, in the habitual response that is called out by a 
great variety of stimuli. They answer to things in their logical 
relationships. 

I have referred just now to the relationship of the substance 
as reflected in the body of habits, to the varied responses an- 
swering to the attributes. In the relationship of cause and effect 
there is the relation of the responses to each other in the sense of 
dependence, involving the adjustment of the steps to be taken 
with reference to the thing to be carried out. The arrangement 
which may appear at one time in terms of means and end ap- 
pears at another time in terms of cause and effect. We have here 
a relationship of dependence of one response on another, a neces- 
sary relation that lies inside of a larger system.*4 It depends 
upon what we are going to do whether we select this means or 
another one, one causal series or another. Our habits are so ad- 
justed that if we decide to take a journey, for instance, we have 
a body of related habits that begin to operate—packing our 
bags, getting our railroad tickets, drawing out money for use, 
selecting books to read on the journey, and so on. There are a 
whole set of organized responses which at once start to go off in 
their proper relationship to each other when a person makes up 
his mind that he will take a journey There must be such an 
organization in our habits in order that man may have the sort 
of intelligence which he in fact has. 

We have, then, in the behavioristic statement, a place for 
that which ts supposed to be the peculiar content of mind, that 


3 Representation involves relation of earlier te later acts This relation of responses 
gives implication (1924) 
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is, the meanings of things. I have referred to these factors as 
attitudes. There 1s, of course, that in the world which answers 
to the group of attitudes We are here avoiding logical and 
metaphysical problems, just as modern psychology does. What 
this psychology is seeking to do ts to get control, it 1s not seeking 
to settle metaphysical questions. Now, from the point of view 
of behavioristic psychology, we can state in terms of attitudes 
what we cal! the meanings of things; the organized attitude of 
the individual is that which the psychologist gets hold of in this 
situation. It is at least as legitimate for him to state meaning in 
terms of attitudes as it was for an earlier psychologist to state 
it in terms of a static concept that had its place in the mind. 
What I have pointed out fs that in the central nervous system 
one can find, or at least justifiably assume, Just such complex- 
ities of responses, or the mechanism of just such complexities of 
response, as we have been discussing If we speak of a person 
going through the steps to which I have referred, in preparing 
for a journey, we have to assume that not only are the nervous 
elements essential to the steps, but that the relation of those 
responses in the central nervous system 1s of a such sort that if 
the person carries out one response he 1s inevitably ready to find 
the strmulus which will set free another related response. There 
must be an organization in the central nervous system in the 
way of its elements, its neurons, for all the combinations which 
can possibly enter snto a mind and for just such a relationship 
of responses which are interdependent upon each other. Some 
of these have been identified in the physiological study of the 
nervous system, while others have to be assumed on the basis 
of such study. As J have said before, it 1s not the specific physi- 
ological process which 1s going on inside of the neurons that as 
such 1s supposed to answer tomeaning. Earlier physiological psy- 
chologists had spoken of a specific psychical process, but there 1s 
nothing in the mechanical, electrical, and physical activity that 
goes on 1n the nerve which answers to what we term an idea. 
What 1s going on in the nerve in a particular situation 1s the 
innervation of a certain response which means this, that, and the 
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other thing, and here is where the specificity of a certain nervous 
organization 1s found It ts in the central nervous system that 
organization takes place. In a certain sense you can say that 
it is in the engineer’s office that the organization of the concern 
1s carried out. But what 1s found there in the blue-prints and 
body of statistics 1s not the actual production that ts gotng on 
tn the factory, even though that office does organize and co- 
ordinate those various branches of the concern In the same 
way the central nervous system co-ordinates all the various 
processes that the body carries out. If there 1s anything in the 
organism as a purely physiological mechanism which answers 
to what we call experience, when that is ordinarily termed con- 
scious, 1t 1s the total organic process for which these nervous 
elements stand. These processes are, as we have seen, attitudes 
of response, adjustments of the organism to a complex environ- 
ment, attitudes which sensitize the form to the stimuli which 
will set the response free. 

The point I want to emphasize 1s the way that these attitudes 
determine the environment. There ts an organized set of re- 
sponses which first send off certain telegrams, then select the 
means of transportation, then send us to the bank to get money, 
and then see to1t that we get something to read on the train As 
we advance from one set of responses to another we find our- 
selves picking out the environment which answers to this next 
set of responses To finish one response ts to put ourselves tn a 
position where we see other things The appearance of the 
retinal elements has given the world color; the development of 
the organs in the ear has given the world sound. We pick out 
an organized environment in relationship to our response, so 
that these attitudes, as such, not only represent our organized 
responses but they also represent what exists for us in the world; 
the particular phase of reality that 1s there for us 1s picked out 
for us by our response. We can recognize that it is the sensitiz- 
ing of the organism to the stimul: which will set free its re- 
sponses that 1s responsible for one’s living in this sort of an en- 
vironment rather than in another. We see things 1n their tem- 
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poral relationship which answer to the temporal organization 
which is found in the central nervous system, We see things as 
distant from us not only spatially but temporally, when we do 
this we can do that. Our world is definitely mapped out for us 
by the responses which are going to take place. 

It is a difficult matter to state ust what we mean by dividing 
up a certain situation between the organism and its environ- 
ment. Certain objects come to exist for us because of the char- 
acter of the organism Take the case of food. If an animal that 
can digest grass, such as an ox, comes into the world, then grass 
becomes food That object did not exist before, that ts, grass as 
food. The advent of the ox brings in a new object. In that sense, 
organisms are responsible for the appearance of whole sets of 
objects that did not exist before.* The distribution of meaning 
to the organism and the environment has its expression in the 
organism as well as in the thing, and that expression is not a 
matter of psychical or mental conditions. There is an expres- 
sion of the reaction of the organized response of the organism to 
the environment, and that reaction 1s not simply a determina- 
tion of the organism by the environment, since the organism 
determines the environment as fully as the environment deter- 
mines the organs. The organic reaction ts responsible for the 
appearance of a whole set of objects which did not exist before, 

There ts a definite and necessary structure or gestalt of sens1- 
tivity within the organism, which determines selectively and 
relatively the character of the external object it perceives. 
What we term consciousness needs to be brought inside Just 
this relation between an organism and its environment. Our 
constructive selection of an envitonment—colors, emotional 
values, and the ike~—in terms of our physiological sensitivities, 
is essentially what we mean by consciousness This conscious- 
ness we have tended historically to locate in the mind or in the 


35 The structure of the environment 1s a mapping out of organic respanses to nature, 
any environment, whether social or individual, ts a mapping out of the fogical structure 
of the act to which it answers, an act seeking overt expression 


1 It is abjecttonable to speak of the food-process in the animal as constituting the 
food-object, They are certainly relative to each orher (MS) 
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brain. The eye and related processes endow objects with color 
in exactly the same sense that an ox endows grass with the char- 
acter of food, that 1s, not in the sense of projecting sensations 
into objects, but rather of putting ttself into a relation with the 
object which makes the appearance and existence of the color 
possible, as a quality of the object Colors inhere in objects only 
by virtue of their relations to given percipient organisms The 
physiological or sensory structure of the percipient organism de- 
termines the experienced content of the object. 

The organism, then, is in a sense responsible for its environ- 
ment. And since organism and environment determine each 
other and are mutually dependent for their existence, it follows 
that the life-process, to be adequately understood, must be con- 
sidered in terms of their interrelations 

The social environment is endowed with meanings in terms of 
the process of social activity; 1t 1s an organization of objective 
relations which arises in relation to a group of organisms en- 
gaged in such activity, in processes of social experience and be- 
havior. Certain characters of the external world are possessed 
by it only with reference to or in relation to an interacting social 
group of individual organisms; just as other characters of tt are 
possessed by 1t only with reference to or 1n relation to individual 
organisms themselves. The relation of the social process of be- 
havior—or the relation of the social organism—to the social 
environment 1s analogous to the relation of the processes of in- 
dividual biological activity—or the relation of the individual 
organism—to the physical-biological environment 37 

The parallelism I have been referring to 1s the parallelism of 
the set of the organism and the objects answering to it. In the 
ox there is hunger, and also the sight and odor which bring in 
the food. The whole process 1s not found simply in the stomach, 
but in all the activities of grazing, chewing the cud, and so on. 

17 A social organism—that js, a social group of individual organisms—constitutes of 
creates its own special environment of obyects just as, and in the same sense ag, an 
individual organism constitutes or creates its own special environment of objects (which, 


however, 1s much more rudimentary than the environment constructed by a soctal 
orgamism). 
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This process is one which is intimately related to the so-called 
food which exists out there. The organism sets up a bacteriologi- 
cal laboratory, such as the ox carries around to take care of the 
gtass which then becomes food. Within that parallelism what 
we term the meaning of the object 1s found, specifically, in the 
organized attitude of response on the part of the organism to the 
characters and the things. The meanings are there, and the 
mind 1s occupied with these meanings The organized stimul} 
answet to the organized responses. 

It is the organization of the different responses to each other 
in their relationship to the stimuli they are setting free that is 
the peculiar subject matter of psychology in dealing with what 
we term “mind.” We generally confine the term “mental,” and 
so “‘mind,” to the human organism, because there we find that 
body of symbols that enables us to isolate these characters, these 
meanings. We try to distinguish the meaning of a house from 
the stone, the cement, the bricks that make 1t up as a physical 
object, and in doing so we are referring to the use of it. That 
is what makes the house a mental affair.*® We are isolating, 1 
you like, the building materials from the standpoint of the 
physicist and the architect. There are various standpoints from 
which one can look at a house. The burrow in which some ani- 
mal lives is in one sense the house of the animal, but when the 
human being lives in a house it takes on what we term a mental 
character for him which it presumably has not for the mole that 
lives in the burrow. The human individual has the ability to 
pick out the elements in a house which answer to his responses so 
that he can contro] them. He reads the advertisement of a new 

38 Nature—the external world—ts objectively there, in opposition to our experience 
of it, or in oppositton to the individual thinker himself. Although external obyects are 
there independent of the experiencing individual, nevertheless they possess certain 
characteristics by virtue of their relations to his experiencing or to his mind, which 
they would not possess otherwise or apart from those relations These characteristics 
are their meanings for him, or in general, for us The distinction between physical 
objects or physical reality and the mental or self-conscious experience of those objects 
or that reality—the distinction between external and internal expertence—lies tn the 


fact that the latter 1s concerned with or constituted by meanings, Experienced objects 
have definite meanings for the individuals thinking about them, 
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form of a boiler and can then have more warmth, have a more 
comfortable dressing-room than before. Man ts able to control 
the process from the standpoint of his own responses. He gets 
meanings and so controls his responses His ability to pick 
those out 1s what makes the house a mental affair. The mole, 
too, has to find his food, meet his enemies, and avoid them, but 
we do not assume that the mole ts able to indicate to himself the 
peculiar advantages of his burrow over against another one 
His house has no mental characteristics Mentality resides in 
the ability of the organism to indicate that in the environment 
which answers to his responses, so that he can control those re- 
sponses in various ways. That, from the point of view of be- 
havioristic psychology, is what mentality consists in, There are 
in the mole and other animals complex elements of behavior re- 
lated to the environment, but the human animal 1s able to indi- 
cate to itself and to others what the characters are in the envi- 
ronment which call out these complex, highly organized re- 
sponses, and by such indication 1s able to control the responses 
The human anima! has the ability over and above the adjust- 
ment which belongs to the lower animal to pick out and isolate 
the stimulus. The biologist recognizes that food has certain 
values, and while the human animal responds to these values as 
other animals do, 1t can also indicate certain characters in the 
food which mean certain things in his digestive responses to 
these foods. Mentality consists in indicating these values to 
others and to one’s self so that one can control one’s responses. 

Mentality on our approach simply comes in when the organ- 
ism is able to point out meanings to others and to himself This 
is the point at which mind appears, or if you like, emerges. 
What we need to recognize 1s that we are dealing with the rela- 
tionship of the organism to the environment selected by its own 
sensitivity The psychologist 1s interested in the mechanism 
which the human species has evolved to get control over these 
relationships. The relationships have been there before the in- 
dications are made, but the organism has not in 1ts own conduct 
controlled that relationship. It originally has no mechanism by 
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means of which it can control it. The human animal, however, 
has worked out a mechanism of language communication by 
means of which it can get this control Now, it is evident that 
much of that mechanism does not lie in the central nervous Sys- 
tem, but in the relation of things to the organism. The abulity 
to pick these meanings out and to indicate them to others and 
to the organism 1s an ability which gives peculiar power to the 
human individual. The control has been made possible by lan- 
guage. It 1s that mechanism of control over meaning in this 
sense which has, I say, constituted what we term “mind” The 
mental processes do not, however, lie in words any more than 
the intelligence of the organism lies in the elements of the cen- 
tral nervous system. Both are part of a process that is going 
on between organism and environment. The symbols serve their 
part in this process, and 1t 1s that which makes communication 
so important. Out of language emerges the field of mind. 

It is absurd to look at the mind simply from the standpoint 
of the individual human organism, for, although it has its focus 
there, it is essentially a social phenomenon; even its biological 
functions are primarily social The subjective experience of the 
individual must be brought into relation with the natural, socio- 
biological activities of the brain in order to render an acceptable 
account of mind possible at all; and this can be done only if the 
social nature of mind is recognized. The meagerness of indi- 
vidual experience in isolation from the processes of social ex- 
perience—in isolation from its social environment—should, 
moreover, be apparent. We must regard mind, then, as arising 
and developing within the social process, within the empirical 
matrix of social interactions. We must, that 1s, get an inner in- 
dividual experience from the standpoint of social acts which in- 
clude the experiences of separate individuals in a social context 
wherein those individuals interact The processes of experience 
which the human brain makes possible are made possible only 
for a group of interacting individuals: only for individual organ- 
isms which are members of a society; not for the indrvidual or- 
ganism 1n isolation from other individual organisms 
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Mind arises in the social process only when that process as a 
whole enters into, of is present in, the experience of any one of 
the given individuals involved in that process. When this oc- 
curs the individual becomes self-conscious and has a mind, he be- 
comes aware of his relations to that process as a whole, and to 
the other individuals participating in it with him; he becomes 

aware of that process as modified by the reactions and interac- 
tions of the mdividuals—including himself—who are carrying it 
on. The evolutionary appearance of mind or intelligence takes 
place when the whole social process of experience and behavior 
1s brought within the experience of any one of the separate indi. 
viduals implicated therein, and when the individual's adjust 
ment to the process ts modified and refined by the awareness or 
consciousness which he thus has of it [t is by means of reflex. 
iveness—the turning-back of the experience of the individual 
upon htmself—that the whole soctal process 1s thus brought into 
the experience of the individuals involved in it, it 18 by such 
means, which enable the individual to take the attitude of the 
other toward himself, that the individual is able consciously to 
adjust himself to that process, and to modify the resultant of 
that process in any given soctal act in tetms of his adjustment 
toit Reflexiveness, then, is the essential condition, within the 
social process, for the development of mind. 


Part Five 
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THE SELF AND THE ORGANISM 
+] 
In our statement of the development of intelligence we have 
already suggested that the language process is essential for the 
development of the self The self has a character which is dif. 
ferent from that of the phystological organism proper. The 
self is something which has a development; it 1s not initially 
there, at birth, but arises in the process of social experience and 
activity, that 1s, develops in the given individual as a result of 
his relations to that process as a whole and to other individuals 
within that process. The intelligence of the lower forms of ani- 
mal life, lke a great deal of human intelligence, does not involve 
aself. In our habitual actions, for example, in our moving about 
in a world that is simply there and to which we are so adjusted 
that no thinking 1s involved, there is a certain amount of sensu- 
ous experience such as persons have when they ate just waking 
up, a bare thereness of the world. Such characters about us may 
exist In experience without taking their place in relationship to 
the self. One must, of course, under those conditions, distin- 
guish between the experience that immediately takes place and 
our own organization of it into the experience of the self. One 
says upon analysis that a certain item had its place in his ex- 
perience, in the experience of his self We do inevitably tend at a 
certain level of sophistication to organize all experience into 
that of a self We do so intimately identify our experiences, 
especially our affective experiences, with the self that it takes a 
moment’s abstraction to realize that pain and pleasure can be 
there without being the experience of the self. Similarly, we 
normally organize our memories upon the string of our self. If 
we date things we always date them from the point of view of 
our past experiences. We frequently have memories that we 
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cannot date, that we cannot place. A picture comes before us 
suddenly and we are at a loss to explain when that experience 
originally took place. We remember perfectly distinctly the pic- 
ture, but we do not have 1t definitely placed, and until we can 
place it in terms of our past experience we are not satisfied. 
Nevertheless, I think 1t 1s obvious when one comes to consider 
it that the self is not necessarily involved in the life of the 
organism, nor involved in what we term our sensuous experi- 
ence, that 1s, experience in a world about us for which we have 
habitual reactions 

We can distinguish very definitely between the self and the 
body. The body can be there and can operate in a very intelli- 
gent fashion without there being a self involved in the experi- 
ence The self has the characteristic that it ts an object to ttself, 
and that characteristic distinguishes it from other objects and 
from the body. It ts perfectly true that the eye can see the foot, 
but it does not see the body as a whole. We cannot see our 
backs; we can feel certain portions of them, 1f we are agile, but 
we cannot get an experience of our whole body There are, of 
course, experiences which are somewhat vague and difficult of 
location, but the bodily experiences are for us organized about a 
self. The foot and hand belong to the self We can see our feet, 
especially if we look at them from the wrong end of an opera 
glass, as strange things which we have difficulty in recognizing 
as our own. The parts of the body are quite distinguishable 
from the self We can lose parts of the body without any serious 
invasion of the self. The mere ability to experience different 
parts of the body is not different from the experience of a table. 
The table presents a different feel from what the hand does 
when one hand feels another, but it is an experience of some- 
thing with which we come definitely into contact The body 
does not expertence itself as a whole, in the sense in which the 
self in some way enters into the expertence of the self. 

It is the characteristic of the self as an object to 1tself that I 
want to bring out. This characteristic is represented in the 
word “‘self,”” which is a reflexive, and indicates that which can 
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be both subject and object. This type of object is essentially 
different from other objects, and in the past it has been dis- 
tinguished as conscious, a term which indicates an experience 
with, an experience of, one’s self. It was assumed that con- 
sciousness In some way carried this capacity of being an object 
to itself. In giving a behavioristic statement of consciousness we 
have to look for some sort of experience in which the physical 
organism can become an object to itself.* 

When one ts running to get away from someone who 1s chasing 
him, he 1s entirely occupied in this action, and his experience 
may be swallowed up in the objects about him, so that he has, 
at the time being, no consciousness of self at all. We must be, 
of course, very completely occupied to have that take place, but 
we can, I think, recognize that sort of a possible experience in 
which the self does not enter. We can, perhaps, get some light 
on that situation through those experiences 1n which 1n very 
intense action there appear in the experience of the indtvidual, 
back of this intense action, memories and anticipations Tolstoi 
as an officer in the war gives an account of having pictures of his 
past experiencein the midst of his most intense action There 
are also the pictures that flash into a person’s mind when he is 
drowning. In such instances there 1s a contrast between an ex- 
perience that is absolutely wound up 1n outside activity in 
which the self as an object does not enter, and an activity of 
memory and imagination in which the self 1s the principal ob- 
ject. The self is then entirely distinguishable from an organism 
that is surrounded by things and acts with reference to things, 
including parts of its own body. These latter may be obyects 
like other objects, but they are just objects out there in the 
field, and they do not involve a self that is an object to the 
organism. This is, I think, frequently overlooked. It 1s that 

* Man’s behavior 1s such 1n his soctal group that he 1s able to become an object to 
himself, a fact which constitutes him a more advanced product of evolutionary de- 
velopment than are the lower animals, Fundamentally 1t 1s this social fact—and not his 
alleged possession of a sot] or mind with which he, as an individual, has been mystert- 


ously and supernaturally endowed, and with which the Lower animals have not been 
endowed—that differentiates him from them 
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fact which makes our anthropomorphic reconstructions of ani- 
mal life so fallacious. How can an individual get outside him- 
selt (experientially) in such a way as to become an object to 
himself? This 1s the essential psychological problem of selfhood 
or of self-consciousness; and its solution 1s to be found by 
referring to the process of social conduct or activity in which 
the given person or individual ts implicated The apparatus of 
reason would not be complete unless it swept itself into its own 
analysis of the field of experience; or unless the individual 
brought himself into the same expertential field as that of the 
other individual selves in relation to whom he acts 1n any given 
social situation. Reason cannot become impersonal unless 1t 
takes an objective, non-affective attitude toward itself; other- 
wise we have just consciousness, not se/f-consciousness. And it 
is necessary to rational conduct that the individual should thus 
take an objective, impersonal attitude toward himself, that he 
should become an object to himself. For the individual organ- 
ism 1s obviously an essential and important fact or constituent 
element of the empirical situation in which it acts; and without 
taking objective account of itself as such, it cannot act intelli- 
gently, or rationally. 

The individual experiences himself as such, not directly, but 
only indirectly, from the particular standpoints of other indi- 
vidual members of the same social group, or from the general- 
ized standpoint of the social group as a whole to which he be- 
Jongs. For he enters his own experience as a self or individual, 
not directly or immediately, not by becoming a subject to him- 
self, but only in so far as he first becomes an object to himself 
just as other individuals are objects to him or in his experience; 
and he becomes an object to himself only by taking the attitudes 
of other individuals toward himself within a social environment 
or context of experience and behavior 1n which both he and they 
are involved. 

The importance of what we term “communication” lies in 
the fact that it provides a form of behavior in which the organ- 
ism or the individual may become an object to himself. It is 
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that sort of communication which we have been discussing— 
not communication in the sense of the cluck of the hen to the 
chickens, or the bark of a wolf to the pack, or the lowing of a 
cow, but communication in the sense of significant svmbols, 
communication which is directed not only to others but also to 
the individual himself, So far as that type of communication 1g 
a part of behavior it at least introduces a self Of course, one 
may hear without listening; one may see things that he does not 
realize; do things that he is not really aware of. But it 1s where 
one does respond to that which he addresses to another and 
where that response of his own becomes a part of his conduct, 
where he not only hears himself but responds to himself, talks 
and replies to himself as truly as the other person replies to him, 
that we have behavior 1n which the individuals become objects 
to themselves. 

Such a self is not, I would say, primarily the phystological 
organism. The physiological organism is essential to it,? but we 


1a) All social interrelations and interactions are rooted in a certain common socio- 
phvstological endowment of every individual involved in them These phystological 
bases of social behavior—which have their ultimate seat or locus in the lower part of the 
individual's central nervous system—are the bases of such behavior, precisely because 
they in themselves are also social, that 1s, because they consist in drives or instincts or 
behavior tendencies, on the part of the given individual, which he cannot carry out or 
give overt expression and satisfaction to without the co-operative aid of one or more 
other individuals The physiological processes of behavior of which they are the mecha- 
nisms are processes which necessarily involve more than one individual, processes in 
which other individuals besides the given individual are perforce implicated Examples 
of the fundamental social relations to which these physiological bases of soctal behavior 
give rise are those between the sexes (expressing the reproductive instinct), between 
parent and child (expressing the parental instinct), and between neighbors (expressing 
the gregarious instinct) These relatively simple and rudimentary physiological mecha- 
nisms or tendencies of individual human behavior, besides constituting the physiological 
bases of all human social behavior, are also the fundamental biological materials of 
human nature, so that when we refer to human nature, we are referring to something 
which ts essentially social 

b) Sexually and parentally, as well as in its attacks and defenses, the activities of the 
phystological organism are social in that the acts begun within the organism require 
therr completion in the actions of others . But while the pattern of the individual 
act may be said to be tn these cases social, it 1s only so in so far as the organism seeks 
for the stimuli in the attitudes and characters of other forms for the completion of its 
own responses, and by its behavior tends to maintain the other as a part of 1ts own en- 
vironment The actual behavior of the other or the others ts not initiated in the indi- 
vidual form as a part of 1ts own pattern of behavior (MS). 
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are at least able to think of a self without tt, Persons who be- 
lieve in immortality, or believe in ghosts, or in the possibility 
of the self leaving the body, assume a self which 1s quite dis- 
tinguishable from the body. How successfully thes can hold 
these conceptions 1s an open question, but we do, as a fact, 
separate the self and the organism It 1s fair to say that the 
beginning of the self as an object, so far as we can see, is to be 
found in the experiences of people that lead to the conception 
of a “double ” Primitive people assume that there is a double, 
located presumably in the diaphragm, that leaves the body 
temporarily in sleep and completely in death. It can be enticed 
out of the body of one’s enemy and perhaps killed. It 1s repre- 
sented in infancy by the imaginary playmates which children 
set up, and through which they come to control thei experiences 
in their play 

The self, as that which can be an object to 1tself, is essentially 
a social structure, and it arises in social experience After a self 
has arisen, it in a certain sense provides for itself its social ex- 
periences, and so we can conceive of an absolutely solitary self 
But it 1s impossible to conceive of a self arising outside of social 
experience When it has arisen we can think of a person in soli- 
tary confinement for the rest of his life, but who still has himself 
as a companion, and 1s able to think and to converse with him- 
self as he had communicated with others. That process to which 
I have just referred, of responding to one’s self as another re- 
sponds to 1t, taking part in one’s own conversation with others, 
being aware of what one ts saying and using that awareness of 
what one 1s saying to determine what one ts going to say there- 
after—that 1s a process with which we are all familar We are 
continually following up oui own address to other persons by an 
understanding of what we are saying, and using that under- 
standing in the direction of our continued speech We are find- 
ing out what we are going to say, what we are going to do, by 
saying and doing, and in the process we are continually con- 
trolling the process itself. In the conversation of gestures what 
we say calls out a certain response in another and that in turn 
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changes our own action, so that we shift from what we started 
to do because of the reply the other makes. The conversation of 
gestures is the beginning of communication. The individual 
comes to carry on a conversation of gestures with himself. He 
says something, and that calls out a certain reply in himself 
which makes him change what he was going to say. One starts 
to say something, we will presume an unpleasant something, 
but when he starts to say it he realizes it is cruel. The effect on 
himself of what he 1s saying checks him; there ts here a conver- 
sation of gestures between the individual and himself. We mean 
by significant speech that the action 1s one that affects the indi- 
vidual himself, and that the effect upon the individual himself is 
part of the intelligent carrying-out of the conversation with 
others Now we, so to speak, amputate that social phase and 
dispense with it for the time being, so that one is talking to one’s 
self as one would talk to another person.? 

This process of abstraction cannot be carried on indefinitely, 
One inevitably seeks an audience, has to pour himself out to 
somebody. In reflective intelligence one thinks to act, and to 
act solely so that this action remains a part of a social process. 
Thinking becomes preparatory to social action The very proc- 
ess of thinking 1s, of course, simply an inner conversation 
that goes on, but it 1s a conversation of gestures which 1n its 
completion implies the expression of that which one thinks to 

1¥t1s generally recognized that the specifically social expressions of intelligence, or 
the exercise of what 18 often called “social intelligence,” depend upon the given indi- 
vidual's ability to take the rdles of, of “put himself tn the place of,” the other individuals 
implicated with him tn given social situations, and upon his consequent sensitivity to 
thetr attitudes toward himself and toward one another, These specifically social ex- 
pressions of intelligence, of course, acquire unique sigmificance in terms of our view 
that the whole nature of intelligence 1s sacial to the very core—that this putting of 
one’s self in the places of others, chis taking by one’s self of their rdles or attitudes, is 
not merely one of the various aspects or expressions of intelligence or of intelligent be- 
havior, butts the very essence of its character Spearman's ““X factor” in intetltgence— 
the unknown factor which, according to him, intelligence contains—is simply (if our 
social theory of intelligence 1s correct) this ability of the intelligent individual to take 
the attitude of the other, or the attitudes of others, thus realizing the significations or 


grasping the meanings of the svmbols or gestures in terms of which thinking proceeds, 


and thus being able to carry on with himself the internal conversation with these sym- 
| bols or gestures which thinking involves 
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an audience One separates the significance of what he is saying 
to others from the actual speech and gets it ready before saying 
it He thinks it out, and perhaps writes it in the form of a book; 
but it 1s still a part of social intercourse in which one 1s ad- 
dressing other persons and at the same time addressing one's 
self, and in which one controls the address to other petsans by 
the response made to one’s own gesture. That the person should 
be responding to himself ts necessary to the self, and it 1s this 
sort of soctal conduct which provides behavior within which that 
self appears. [ know of no other form of behavior than the lin- 
guistic in which the individual ts an object to himself, and, so 
far as J can see, the individual is not a self sn the reflexive sense 
unless he 1s an object to himself. It is this fact that gives a 
critical importance to communication, since this 1s a type of be- 
havior in which the individual does so respond to himself 

We realize in everyday conduct and experience that an indt- 
vidual does not mean a great deal of what he is doing and say- 
ing We frequently say that such an individual 1s not himself. 
We come away from an interview with a realization that we 
have left out :mportant things, that there are parts of the self 
that did not get into what was said What determines the 
amount of the self that gets into communication 1s the social 
experience itself Of course, a good deal of the self does not need 
to get expression. We carry on a whole series of different rela- 
tionships to different people. We are one thing to one man and 
another thing to another. There are parts of the self which 
exist only for the self in relationship to itself. We divide our- 
selves up in all sorts of different selves with reference to our 
acquaintances. We discuss politics with one and religion with 
another There are all sorts of different selves answering to all 
sorts of different social reactions. It is the social process itself 
that 1s responsible for the appearance of the self, 1t 1s not there 
as a self apart from this type of experience. 

A multiple personality 1s in a certain sense normal, as | have 
just pointed out There is usually an organization of the whole 
self with reference to the community to which we belong, and 


220 The Social Psychology of George Herbert Mead 


the situation in which we find ourselves. What the society 1S, 
whether we are living with people of the present, people of our 
own imaginations, people of the past, varies, of course, with 
different individuals Normally, within the sort of community 
as a whole to which we belong, there is a unified self, but that 
may be broken up. To a person who is somewhat unstable 
nervously and in whom there ts a line of cleavage, certain activi- 
ties become impossible, and that set of activities may separate 
and evolve another self. Two separate “me’s” and “‘I’s,” two 
different selves, result, and that 1s the condition under which 
there is a tendency to break up the personality. There 1s an ac- 
count of a professor of education who disappeared, was lost to 
the community, and later turned up in a logging camp in the 
West. He freed himself of his occupation and turned to the 
woods where he felt, if you like, more at home. The pathological 
side of 1t was the forgetting, the leaving out of the rest of the 
self. This result involved getting rid of certain bodily memories 
which would identify the individual to himself. We often recog- 
nize the lines of cleavage that run through us We would be 
glad to forget certain things, get rid of things the self 1s bound 
up with in past experiences What we have here is a situation in 
which there can be different selves, and it 1s dependent upon 
the set of social reactions that is involved as to which self we are 
going to be. If we can forget everything involved in one set of 
activities, obviously we relinquish that part of the self Take a 
person who is unstable, get him occupied by speech, and at the 
same time get his eye on something you are writing so that he 
is cafrying on two separate lines of communication, and if you 
go about it in the right way you can get those two currents going 
so that they do not run into each other. You can get two entire- 
ly different sets of activities going on You can bring about in 
that way the dissociation of a person’s self. It 1s a process of 
setting up two sorts of communication which separate the be- 
havior of the indrvidual. For one individual it is this thing said 
and heard, and for the other individual there exists only that 
which he sees written. You must, of course, keep one experience 
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out of the field of the other Dissociations are apt to take place 
when an event leads to emotional upheavals. That which 1s 
separated goes on in its own way 

The unity and structure of the complete self reflects the unity 
and structure of the social process as a whole, and each of the 
elementary selves of which it is composed reflects the unity and 
structure of one of the various aspects of that process in which 
the individual is implicated. In other words, the various ele- 
mentary selves which constitute, or are organized into, a com- 
plete self are the various aspects of the structure of that com- 
plete self answering to the various aspects of the structure of 
the social process as a whole, the structure of the complete self 
is thus a reflection of the complete social process The organ- 
ization and unification of a social group 1s identical with the 
organization and unification of any one of the selves arising 
within the social process in which that group 1s engaged, or 
which it is carrying on.4 

The phenomenon of dissociation of personality 1s caused by a 
breaking up of the complete, unitary self into the component 
selves of which it 1s composed, and which respectively corre- 
spond to different aspects of the social process in which the per- 
son 1s involved, and within which his complete or unitary self 
has arisen; these aspects being the different social groups to 
which he belongs within that process 


THE BACKGROUND OF THE GENESIS OF THE SELF 


The problem now presents itself as to how, in detail, a self 
arises. We have to note something of the background of its 
genesis. First of all there 1s the conversation of gestures between 
animals involving some sort of co-operative activity. There the 
beginning of the act of one Is a stimulus to the other to respond 

4 The unity of the mind 1s not identical with the unity of the self The unity of the 
self 1s constituted by the unity of the entire relational pattern of soctal behavior and 
expertence in which the individual 1s implicated, and which 1s reflected in the structure 
of the self, but many of the aspects or features of this entire pattern do not enter into 


consciousness, so that the unity of the mind 1s in a sefise an abstraction from the more 
inclustve unity of the self. 


222 The Social Psychology of George Herbert Mead 


in a certain way, while the beginning of this response becomes 
again a stimulus to the first to adjust his action to the oncomin 

response. Such is the preparation for the completed act, and 
ultimately it leads up to the conduct which 1s the outcome of 
this preparation. The conversation of gestures, however, does 
not carry with it the reference of the individual, the animal, the 
organism, to itself. It 1s not acting in a fashion whtch calls for 
a response from the form itself, although it 1s conduct with 
reference to the conduct of others. We have seen, however, that 
there ate certain gestures that do affect the organism as they 
affect other organisms and may, therefore, arouse in the organ- 
ism responses of the same character as aroused in the other 

Here, then, we have a situation in which the individual may at 
least arouse responses in himself and reply to these responses, 
the condition being that the social stimuli have an effect on the 
individual which 1s like that which they have on the other. 
That, for example, is what is implied in language, otherwise 
language as significant symbol would disappear, since the indi 
vidual would not get the meaning of that which he says. 

The peculiar character possessed by our human social en- 
vironment belongs to 1t by virtue of the peculiar character of 
human social activity; and that character, as we have seen, is 
to be found 1m the process of communication, and more particu- 
larly in the triadic relation on which the existence of meaning 1s 
based: the relation of the gesture of one organism to the adjus- 
tive response made to it by another organism, in its indicative 
capacity as pointing to the completion or resultant of the act it 
initiates (the meaning of the gesture being thus the response of 
the second organism to it as such, or as a gesture) What, as it 
were, takes the gesture out of the social act and isolates it as 
such—what makes it something more than just an early phase 
of an individual act—1s the response of another organism, or of 
other organisms, to it, Such a response is its meaning, or gives 
it its meaning. The social situation and process of behavior are 
here presupposed by the acts of the individual organisms im- 
plicated therein The gesture arises as a separable element in 
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the social act, by virtue of the fact that it is selected out by the 
sensitivities of other organisms to it; 1t does not exist as a ges- 
ture metely in the experience of the single individual. The 
meaning of a gesture by one organism, to repeat, 1s found in the 
response of another organism to what would be the completion 
of the act of the first organism which that gesture inittates and 
indicates. 

We sometimes speak as if a person could build up an entire 
argument in his mind, and then put 1t into words to convey tt 
to someone else. Actually, our thinking always takes place by 
means of some sort of symbols. It is possible that one could 
have the meaning of “chair” in his experience without there 
being a symbol, but we would not be thinking about it in that 
case We may sit down 1n a chair without thinking about what 
we are doing, that is, the approach to the char is presumably 
already aroused in our experience, so that the meaning 1s there. 
But if one is thinking about the chair he must have some sort 
of asymbol for it. It may be the form of the chair, 1t may be the 
attitude that somebody else takes in sitting down, but it is 
more apt to be some language symbol that arauses this response. 
In a thought process there has to be some sort of a symbol that 
can refer to this meaning, that is, tend to call out this response, 
and also serve this purpose for other persons as well. It would 
not be a thought process if that were not the case. 

Our symbols are all universal.s You cannot say anything 
that is absolutely particular, anything you say that has any 
meaning at allis universal You are saying something that calls 
out a specific response in anybody else provided that the symbol 

s Thinking proceeds in terms of or by means of universals A universal may be inter- 
preted behavioristtcally as simply the social act as a whole, involving the organization 
and interrelation of the attitudes of all the individuals tmphicated in the act, as con- 
trolling their overt responses This organyzation of the different individual attitudes 
and interactions in a given social act, with reference to their interrelations as realized 
by the individuals themselves, 1s what we mean by a universal; and tt determines what 
the actual overt responses of the individuals involved in the given social act will be, 
whether that act be concerned with a concrete project of some sort (such as the re- 


lation of physical and social means to ends desired) or with some purely abstract dis- 
cussion, say the theory of relativity or the Platonic ideas. 
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exists for him in his experience as it does for you, There is the 
language of speech and the language of hands, and there may 
be the language of the expression of the countenance. One can 
register grief or joy and call out certain responses. There are 
primitive people who can carry on elaborate conversations just 
by expressions of the countenance. Even in these cases the per- 
son who communicates is affected by that expression just as he 
expects somebody else to be affected Thinking always implies 
a symbol which will call out the same response in another that it 
calls out in the thinker. Such a symbol 1s a untversal of dis- 
course; 1t 1s universal in its character. We always assume that 
the symbol we use is one which will call out in the other person 
the same response, provided it is a part of his mechanism of con. 
duct. A person who 1s saying something is saying to himself 
what he says to others; otherwise he does not know what he is 
talking about. 

There 1s, of course, a great deal in one’s conversation with 
others that does not arouse in one’s self the same response it 
arouses in others. That is particularly true in the case of emo- 
tional attitudes. One tries to bully somebody else; he 1s not 
trying to bully himself. There is, further, a whole set of values 
piven in speech which are not of a symbolic character. The ac- 
tor is conscious of these values; that is, 1f he assumes a certain 
attitude he is, as we say, aware that this attitude represents 
grief. If it does he 1s able to respond to his own gesture in some 
sense as his audience does. It 1g not a natural situation; one 1s 
not an actor all of the time. We do at times act and consider 
just what the effect of our attitude is going to be, and we may 
deliberately use a certain tone of voice to bring about a certain 
result Such a tone arouses the same response in ourselves that 
we want to arouse in somebody else. But a very large part of 
what goes on in speech has not this symbolic status. 

It is the task not only of the actor but of the artist as well to 
find the sort of expression that will arouse in others what is 
going on in himself. The lyric poet has an experience of beauty 
with an emotional thrill to 1t, and as an artist using words he is 
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seeking for those words which will answer to his emotional atti- 
tude, and which will call out in others the attitude he himself 
has. He can only test his results in himself by seeing whether 
these words do call out in him the response he wants to call out 
in others. He 1s in somewhat the same position as that of the 
actor. The first direct and immediate experience 1s not in the 
form of communication. We have an interesting light on this 
from such a poet as Wordsworth, who was very much interested 
in the technique of the poet’s expression, and he has told us in 
his prefaces and also in his own poetry how his poems, as poems, 
arose—and uniformly the experience itself was not the 1immedi- 
ate stimulus to the poetic expression, A period of ten years 
might le between the original experience and the expression of 
it. This process of finding the expression in language which will 
call out the emotion once had is more easily accomplished when 
one ts dealing with the memory of it than when one ts 1n the 
midst of the trance-like experiences through which Words- 
worth passed in his contact with nature One has to experiment 
and see how the expression that 1s given does answer to the 
responses which are now had in the fainter memories of experi- 
ence Someone once said that he had very great difficulty in 
writing poetry, he had plenty of ideas but could not get the lan- 
guage he needed. He was rightly told that poetry was written 
in words, not in ideas. 

A great deal of our speech is not of this genuinely aesthetic 
character; in most of it we do not deliberately feel the emotions 
which we arouse We do not normally use language stimuli to 
call out in ourselves the emotional response which we are calling 
out in others One does, of course, have sympathy in emotional 
situations; but what one 1s seeking for there 1s something which 
is, after all, that in the other which supports the individual in 
his own experience. In the case of the poet and actor, the stimu- 
lus calls out in the artist that which it calls out in the other, but 
this is not the natural function of language, we do not assume 
that the person who is angry 1s calling out the fear in himself 
that he is calling out in someone else. The emotional part of our 
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act does not directly call out in us the response it calls out in 
the other. Ifa person is hostile the attitude of the other that he 
is interested in, an attitude which flows naturally from his 
angered tones, 1s not one that he definitely recognizes in himself, 
We are not frightened by a tone which we may use to frighten 
somebody else. On the emotional side, which is a very large 
part of the vocal gesture, we do not call out in ourselves in any 
such degree the response we call out in others as we do in the 
case of significant speech. Here we should call out in ourselves 
the type of response we are calling out in others, we must know 
what we are saying, and the attitude of the other which we 
arouse in ourselves should contro] what we do say. Rationality 
means that the type of the response which we call out in others 
should be so called out in ourselves, and that this response 
should in turn take its place in determining what further thing 
we are going to say and do. 

What is essential to communication is that the symbol should 
arouse in one’s self what it arouses in the other individual. It 
must have that sort of universality to any person who finds 
himself in the same situation. There 1s a possibility of language 
whenever a stimulus can affect the individual as it affects the 
other, With a blind person such as Helen Keller, it 1s a contact 
experience that could be given to another as 1t 1s given to her- 
self. It is out of that sort of language that the mind of Helen 
Keller was built up. As she has recognized, it was not until she 
could get into communication with other persons through sym- 
bols which could arouse in herself the responses they arouse in 
other people that she could get what we term a mental content, 
or a self. 

Another set of background factors in the genesis of the self is 
represented in the activities of play and the game. 

Among primitive people, as J have said, the necessity of dis- 
tinguishing the self and the organism was recognized in what we 
term the “double”: the individual has a thing-like self that is 
affected by the individual as it affects other people and which is 
distinguished from the immediate organism in that it can leave 
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the body and come back to st. This is the basis for the concept 
of the soul as a separate entity. 

We find 1n children something that answers to this double, 
namely, the invisible, imaginary companions which a good 
many children produce in their own experience. They organize 
in this way the responses which they call out in other persons 
and call out also in themselves. Of course, this playing with an 
imaginary companion is only a peculiarly interesting phase of 
ordinary play. Play in this sense, especially the stage which pre- 
cedes the organized games, 1s a play atsomething A child plays 
at being a mother, at being a teacher, at being a policeman; 
that is, it is taking different rdles, as we say. We have some- 
thing that suggests this in what we call the play of animals: a 
cat will play with her kittens, and dogs play with each other 
Two dogs playtng with each other will attack and defend, in a 
process which if carried through would amount to an actual 
fight There 1s a combination of responses which checks the 
depth of the bite. But we do not have tn such a situation the 
dogs taking a definite réle in the sense that a child deliberately 
takes the réle of another. This tendency on the part of the chil- 
dren 1s what we are working with in the kindergarten where the 
rdles which the children assume are made the basis for training. 
When a child does assume a réle he has in himself the stimuli 
which call out that particular response or group of responses. 
He may, of course, run away when he 1s chased, as the dog does, 
or he may turn around and strike back just as the dog does in 
his play. But that 1s not the same as playing at something 
Children get together to “play Indian.” This means that the 
child has a certain set of sttmul: which call out tn itself the re- 
sponses that they would call out in others, and which answer to 
an Indian. In the play period the child utilizes his own responses 
to these stimult which he makes use of in building a self. The 
response which he has a tendency to make to these stimuli 
organizes them. He plays that he ts, for instance, offering him- 
self something, and he buys it, he gives a letter to himself and 
takes it away; he addresses himself as a parent, as a teacher; he 
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arrests himself as a policeman He has a set of stimuli which 
call out in himself the sort of responses they call out in others, 
He takes this group of responses and organizes them into a cer- 
tain whole Such 1s the simplest form of being another to one’s 
self. It involves a temporal situation. The child says something 
in one character and responds in another character, and then his 
responding in another character is a sttmulus to himself in the 
first character, and so the conversation goes on A certain or- 
ganized structure arises in him and tn his other which replies to 
it, and these carry on the conversation of gestures between 
themselves 

If we contrast play with the situation in an organized game, 
we note the essential difference that the child who plays in a 
game must be ready to take the attitude of everyone else in- 
volved in that game, and that these different rdles must have 
a definite relationship to each other. Taking a very simple game 
such as hide-and-seek, everyone with the exception of the one 
who is hiding is a person who ts hunting. A child does not re. 
quire more than the person who is hunted and the one who 1s 
hunting. If a child is playing in the first sense he just goes on 
playing, but there is no basic organization gained In that early 
stage he passes from one réle to another just as a whim takes 
him. But tn a game where a number of indtviduals are involved, 
then the child taking one réle must be ready to take the réle of 
everyone else, If he gets in a ball nine he must have the re- 
sponses of each position involved in his own position He must 
know what everyone else is going to do in order to carry out his 
own play. He has to take all of these rdles They do not all 
have to be present in consciousness at the same time, but at 
some moments he has to have three or four individuals present 
in his own attitude, such as the one who Is going to throw the 
ball, the one who 1s going to catch it, and so on. These re- 
sponses must be, in some degree, present tn his own make-up. 
In the game, then, there 1s a set of responses of such others so 
organized that the attitude of one calls out the appropriate atti- 
tudes of the other. 


Self 


away 


This organization is put in the form of the rules‘of the game. 
Children take a great interest in rules. They make rules on the 
spot in order to help themselves out of difficulties. Part of the 
enjoyment of the game 1s to get these rules Now, the rules are 
the set of responses which a particular attitude calls out. You 
can demand a certain response in others if you take a certain 
attitude. These responses are all in yourself as well. There you 
get an organized set of such responses as that to which I have 
referred, which 1s something more elaborate than the rales found 
in play. Here there 1s just a set of responses that follow on each 
other indefinitely At such a stage we speak of a child as not 
yet having a fully developed self The child responds in a fairly 
intelligent fashion to the immediate stimul: that come to him, 
but they are not organized. He does not organize his life as we 
would like to have him do, namely, as a whole There is just a 
set of responses of the type of play. The child reacts to a certain 
stimulus, and the reaction is in himself that is called out in 
others, but he is not a whole self. In his game he has to have an 
organization of these rdles, otherwise he cannot play the game. 
The game represents the passage 1n the life of the child from 
taking the réle of others in play to the organized part that is 
essential to self-consciousness in the full sense of the term. 


PLAY, THE GAME, AND THE GENERALIZED OTHER 


We were speaking of the social condittons under which the 
self arises as an object. In addition to language we found two 
illustrations, one in play and the other in the game, and I wish 
to summarize and expand my account on these points I have 
spoken of these from the point of view of children. We can, of 
course, refer also to the attitudes of more primitive people out 
of which our civilization has arisen. A striking illustration of 
play as distinct from the game ts found in the myths and various 
of the plays which primitive people carry out, especially in re- 
ligious pageants. The pure play attitude which we find in the 
case of little children may not be found here, since the partici- 
pants are adults, and undoubtedly the relationship of these play 
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processes to that which they interpret 1s more or less in the 
minds of even the most primitive people. In the process of in- 
terpretation of such rituals, there 1s an organization of play 
which perhaps might be compared to that which is taking place 
in the kindergarten in dealing with the plays of little children, 
where these are made into a set that will have a definite struc. 
ture or relationship. At least something of the same sort is 
found in the play of primitive people. This type of activity be- 
longs, of course, not to the everyday life of the people in their 
dealing with the objects about them—there we have a more or 
less definitely developed self-consciousness—but in their atti- 
tudes toward the forces about them, the nature upon which they 
depend; in their attitude toward this nature which 1s vague and 
uncertain, there we have a much more primitive response; and 
that response finds its expression in taking the réle of the other, 
playing at the expression of their gods and their heroes, going 
through certain rites which are the representation of what these 
individuals are supposed to be doing. The process 1s one which 
develops, to be sure, into a more or less definite technique and is 
controlled, and yet we can say that it has arisen out of situa- 
tions similar to those in which little children play at being a 
parent, at being a teacher—vague personalities that are about 
them and which affect them and on which they depend These 
are personalities which they take, rdles they play, and in so far 
control the development of their own personality. This out- 
come is just what the kindergarten works toward It takes the 
characters of these various vague beings and gets them into such 
an organized social relationship to each other that they build up 
the character of the little child.6 The very introduction of or- 
ganization from outside supposes a lack of organization at this 
period in the child’s experience Over against such a situation 
of the little child and primitive people, we have the game as 
such. 

The fundamental difference between the game and play 1s 
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that in the latter the child must have the attitude of all the 
others involved in that game The attitudes of the other play- 
ers which the participant assumes organize into a sort of unit, 
and it is that organization which controls the response of the 
individual. The illustration used was of a person playing base- 
ball. Each one of his own acts is determined by his assumption 
of the action of the others who are playing the game. What he 
does is controlled by his being everyone else on that team, at 
least 1n so far as those attitudes affect his own particular re- 
sponse. We get then an “‘other’’ which ts an organization of the 
attitudes of those involved in the same process. 

The organized community or social group which gives to the 
individual his unity of self may be called “the generalized 
other.” The attitude of the generalized other is the attitude of 
the whole community.’ Thus, for example, in the case of such a 
social group as a ball team, the team 1s the generalized other in 
so far as it enters—as an organized process or social activity— 
into the experience of any one of the individual members of it. 

If the given human individual is to develop a self in the fullest 
sense, it is not sufficient for him merely to take the attitudes of 
other human individuals toward himself and toward one an- 
other within the human social process, and to bring that social 
process as a whole into his individual experience merely 1n these 
terms: he must also, in the same way that he takes the attitudes 
of ather individuals toward himself and toward one another, 

1It is posable for inanimate objects, no less than for other human organisms, to 
form parts of the generalized and organized—the completely socrahzed—other for any 
given human individual, in so far as he responds to such objects socially or in a social 
fashion (by means of the mechanism of thought, the internalized conversation of ges- 
tures), Any thing--any object or set of objects, whether animate or inantmate, human 
or antmal, or merely physical—toward which he acts, or to which he responds, socially, 
18 an element in what for him 15 the generalized other, by taking the attitudes of which 
toward himself he becomes conscious of himself as an object or individual, and thus de- 
velops a self of personality. Thus, for example, the cult, in its primitive form, 1s 
merely the soctal embodiment of the relation between the given soctal group or com- 
munrty and its physical environment—an organized social means, adopted by the indb- 
vidual members of that group or community, of entering into social relations with that 
environment, or (in a sense) of carrying on conversations with it, and im this way that 


environment becomes part of the total generalized other for each of the indrvidual 
members of the given sactal group or community 
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take their attitudes toward the various phases or aspects of the 
common social activity or set of social undertakings in which, 
as members of an organized society or social group, they are all 
engaged, and he must then, by generalizing these individual 
attitudes of that organized society of social group itself, as a 
whole, act toward different social projects which at any given 
time it 18 carrying out, or toward the various larger phases of 
the general social process which constitutes tts life and of which 
these projects are specific manifestations. This getting of the 
broad activities of any given social whole or organized society 
as such within the experiential field of any one of the individuals 
involved or included in that whole 1s, in other words, the essen- 
tial basis and prerequisite of the fullest development of that 
individual’s self: only in so far as he takes the attitudes of the 
organized social group to which he belongs toward the organized, 
co-operative social activity or set of such activities in which that 
group as such is engaged, does he develop a complete self or 
possess the sort of complete self he has developed. And on the 
other hand, the complex co-operative processes and activities 
and institutional functionings of organized human society are 
also possible only in so far as every individual involved in them 
or belonging to that society can take the general attitudes of 
all other such individuals with reference to these processes and 
activities and institutional functionings, and to the organized 
social whole of experiential relations and interactions thereby 
constituted—and can direct his own behavior accordingly 

It 1s in the form of the generalized other that the social 
process influences the behavior of the tndividuals involved tn it 
and carrying it on, 1.e., that the community exercises contro] 
over the conduct of its individual members; for 1t is in this 
form that the social process or community enters as a determin- 
ing factor into the individual’s thinking. In abstract thought 
the individual takes the attitude of the generalized other’ 


® We have said that the internal conversation of the individual with himself in terms 
of words or significant gestures—the conversation which constitutes the process or activ- 
ity of thinking—ts carried on by the individual from the standponnt of the “generalized 
other’ And the more abstract that conversation is, the more abstract thinking happens 
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toward himself, without reference to ts expression in any par- 
ticular other individuals, and in concrete thought he takes that 
attitude in so far as it 1s expressed in the attitudes toward his 
behavior of those other individuals with whom he ts involved 
in the given social situation or act But only by taking the atti- 
tude of the generalized other toward himself, 1n one or another 
of these ways, can he think at all, for only thus can thinking— 
ot the internalized conversation of gestures which constitutes 
thinking—occur And only through the taking by individuals 
of the attitude or attitudes of the generalized other toward 
themselves 1s the existence of a untverse of discourse, as that 
system of common or social meanings which thinking presup- 
poses at its context, rendered possible. 

The self-conscious human individual, then, takes or assumes 
the organized social attitudes of the given soctal group or com- 
munity (or of some one section thereof) to which he belongs, 
toward the social problems of various kinds which confront that 
group or community at any given time, and which arise in con- 
nection with the correspondingly different social projects or 
organized co-operative enterprises in which that group or com- 
munity as such 1s engaged, and as an individual participant in 
these social projects or co-operative enterprises, he governs his 
own conduct accordingly. In politics, for example, the indi- 
vidual identifies himself with an entire political party and takes 
the organized attitudes of that entire party toward the rest of 
the given social community and toward the problems which con- 
front the party within the given social situation, and he conse- 
quently reacts or responds in terms of the organized attitudes 
of the party as a whole. He thus enters into a special set of 


to be, the further removed is the generalized other from any connection with particular 
individuals It 1s especially in abstract thinking, that ts to say, that the conversation 
involved 1s carried on by the individual with the generalized other, rather than with 
any particular individuals Thus it 1s, for example, that abstract concepts are concepts 
stated in terms of the attitudes of the entire social group or community, they are stated 
on the basis of the individual’s consciousness of the attitudes of the generalized other 
toward them, as a result of his taking these attitudes of the generalized other and then 
responding to them And thus 1t1s alsa that abstract propositions are stated in a form 
which anyone—any other intelligent individual—will accept 
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social relations with all the other individuals who belong to that 
political party; and in the same way he enters into various 
other special sets of social relations, with various other classes 
of individuals respectively, the individuals of each of these 
classes being the other members of some one of the particular 
organized subgroups (determined 1n socially functional terms) 
of which he himself is a member within the entire given society 
or social community. In the most highly developed, organized, 
and complicated human social communities—those evolved by 
civilized man—these various socially functional classes or sub- 
groups of individuals to which any given individual belongs 
(and with the other individual members of which he thus enters 
into a special set of socia) relations) are of two kinds Some of 
them are concrete social classes or subgroups, such as political 
parties, clubs, corporations, which are all actually functional 
social units, in terms of which their individual members are di- 
rectly related to one another. The others are abstract social 
classes or subgroups, such as the class of debtors and the class 
of creditors, in terms of which their individual members ate re- 
lated to one another only more or less indirectly, and which only 
more or less indirectly function as social units, but which afford 
or represent unlimited possibilities for the widening and ramify- 
ing and enriching of the social relations among all the ind- 
vidual members of the given society as an organized and unified 
whole. The given individual’s membership in several of these 
abstract social classes or subgroups makes possible his entrance 
into definite social relations (however indirect) with an almost 
infinite number of other individuals who also belong to or are 
included within one or another of these abstract social classes 
or subgroups cutting across functional lines of demarcation 
which divide different human social communities from one 
another, and including individual members from several (in 
some cases from all} such communities Of these abstract social 
classes or subgroups of human individuals the one which ts most 
inclusive and extensive is, of course, the one defined by the 
' logical universe of discourse (or system of universally signifi- 
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cant symbols) determined by the participation and communica- 
tive interaction of individuals: for of all such classes or sub- 
groups, it ts the one which claims the largest number of indi- 
vidual members, and which enables the largest conceivable 
number of human individuals to enter into some sort of social 
relation, however indirect or abstract 1t may be, with one an- 
other—a relation arising from the universal functioning of ges- 
tures as significant symbols in the general human social process 
of communication. 

J have pointed out, then, that there are two general stages in 
the full development of the self. At the first of these stages, the 
individual’s self is constituted simply by an organization of the 
particular attitudes of other individuals toward himself and 
toward one another in the specific social acts in which he partici- 
pates with them. But at the second stage 1n the full develop- 
ment of the individual’s self that self is constituted not only by 
an organization of these particular individual attitudes, but also 
by an organization of the social attitudes of the generalized 
other or the social group as a whole to which he belongs. These 
social or group attitudes are brought within the individual’s 
field of direct experience, and are included as elements in the 
structure or constitution of his self, in the same way that the 
attitudes of particular other individuals are; and the individual 
arrives at them, or succeeds in taking them, by means of fur- 
ther organizing, and then generalizing, the attitudes of particu- 
lar other individuals in terms of their organized soctal bearings 
and implications So the self reaches its full development by 
organizing these individual attitudes of others into the organ- 
ized social or group attitudes, and by thus becoming an indi- 
vidual reflection of the general systematic pattern of social or 
group behavior in which it and the others are all involved—a 
pattern which enters as a whole into the individual’s experience 
in terms of these organized group attitudes which, through the 
mechanism of his central nervous system, he takes toward him- 
self, just as he takes the individual attitudes of others. 

The game has a logic, so that such an organization of the self 
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is rendered possible: there is a definite end to be obtained, the 
actions of the different individuals are all related to each other 
with reference to that end so that they do not conflict, one is 
not in conflict with himself in the attitude of another man on 
the team. If one has the attitude of the person throwing the 
ball he can also have the response of catching the ball The 
two are related so that they further the purpose of the game tt. 
self They are interrelated in a unitary, organic fashion. There 
is a definite unity, then, which 1s introduced into the organiza- 
tion of other selves when we reach such a stage as that of the 
game, as over against the situation of play where there is a 
simple succession of one rdle after another, a situation which is, 
of course, characteristic of the child’s own personality The 
child is one thing at one time and another at another, and what 
he is at one moment does not determine what he 1s at another. 
That ts both the charm of childhood as well as its inadequacy. 
You cannot count on the child; you cannot assume that all the 
things he does are going to determine what he will do at an 
moment. He is not organized into a whole The child has no 
definite character, no definite personality. 

The game 1s then an illustration of the situation out of which 
an organized personality arises. In so far as the child does take 
the attitude of the other and allows that attitude of the other to 
determine the thing he 1s going to do with reference to a com- 
mon end, he is becoming an organic member of society. He is 
taking over the morale of that society and is becoming an essen- 
tial member of it. He belongs to it in so far as he does allow the 
attitude of the other that he takes to control his own 1mmediate 
expression, What 1s involved here is some sort of an organized 
process. That which is expressed in terms of the game is, of 
course, being continually expressed in the social life of the child, 
but this wider process goes beyond the immediate experience 
of the child himself. The importance of the game is that 1t lies 
entirely inside of the child’s own experience, and the 1mportance 
of our modern type of education 1s that 1t is brought as far as 
possible within this realm. The different attitudes that a child 
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assumes are so organized that they exercise a definite control over 
his response, as the attitudes in a game control his own im- 
mediate response. In the game we get an organized other, a gen- 
eralized other, which 1s found in the nature of the child ttself, 
and finds its expression in the immediate experience of the 
child. And it 1s that organized activity in the child’s own na- 
ture controlling the particular response which gives unity, and 
which builds up his own self 

What goes on in the game goes on in the life of the child all 
the time. He 1s continually taking the attitudes of those about 
him, especially the rdéles of those who in some sense control him 
and on whom he depends. He gets the function of the process 
in an abstract sort of a way at first It goes over from the play 
into the game in a real sense. He has to play the game. The 
morale of the game takes hold of the child more than the larger 
morale of the whole community. The child passes into the 
game and the game expresses a soctal situation in which he can 
completely enter; its morale may have a greater hold on him 
than that of the family to which he belongs or the community in 
which he lives There are all sorts of social organizations, some 
of which are fairly lasting, some temporary, into which the child 
is entering, and he ts playing a sort of social game in them. Its 
a period in which he likes “to belong,’”’ and he gets into organ- 
izations which come into existence and pass out of existence. 
He becomes a something which can function in the organized 
whole, and thus tends to determine himself in his relationship 
with the group to which he belongs That process is one which 
is a striking stage in the development of the child’s morale. It 
constitutes him a self-conscious member of the community to 
which he belongs. 

Such is the process by which a personality arises I have 
spoken of this as a process in which a child takes the rdle of the 
other, and said that it takes place essentially through the use of 
language Language ts predominantly based on the vocal ges- 
ture by means of which co-operative activities in a community 
are carried out. Language in its significant sense is that vocal 
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gesture which tends to arouse in the individual the attitude 
which it arouses in others, and 1t 1s this perfecting of the self by 
the gesture which mediates the social activities that gives rise to 
the process of taking the réle of the other. The latter phrase 13 
a little unfortunate because it suggests an actor’s attitude which 
is actually more sophisticated than that which ts involved in our 
own experience To this degree it does not correctly describe 
that which I have in mind. We see the process most definitel 
in a primitive form 1n those situations where the child’s play 
takes different roles Here the very fact that he is ready to pay 
out money, for instance, arouses the attitude of the person who 
receives money; the very process is calling out in him the cor. 
responding activities of the other person involved. The indi- 
vidual stimulates himself to the response which he is calling out 
in the other person, and then acts in some degree in response to 
that situation. In play the child does definitely act out the rile 
which he himself has aroused in himself It 1s that which gives, 
as | have said, a definite content tn the tndividual which answers 
to the stimulus that affects him as it affects somebody else. The 
content of the other that enters into one personality 1s the re- 
sponse in the individual which his gesture calls out in the other 
We may illustrate our basic concept by a reference to the no- 
tion of property. If we say ““Thisis my property, I shall control 
it,” that affirmation calls out a certain set of responses which 
must be the same tn any community in which property exists. 
It involves an organized attitude with reference to property 
which is common to all the members of the community. One 
must have a definite attitude of control of his own property and 
respect for the property of others Those attitudes (as organ- 
ized sets of responses) must be there on the part of all, so that 
when one says such a thing he calls out in himself the response 
of the others. He is calling out the response of what I have 
called a generalized other That which makes society possible 1s 
such carmon responses, such organized attitudes, with refer- 
ence to what we term property, the cults of religion, the process 
of education, and the relations of the family. Of course, the 
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wider the society the more definitely universal these objects 
must be. In any case there must be a definite set of responses, 
which we may speak of as abstract, and which can belong to a 
very large group Property is 1n itself a very abstract concept. 
It 1s that which the individual himself can control and nobody 
else can control. The attitude is different from that of a dog 
toward a bone. A dog will fight any other dog trying to take the 
bone. The dog is not taking the attitude of the other dog. A 
man who says “This is my property”’ ts taking an attitude of the 
other person. The man 1s appealing to his nghts because he is 
able to take the attitude which everybody else in the group has 
with reference to property, thus arousing in himself the attitude 
of others. 

What goes to make up the organized self 1s the organization 
of the attitudes which are common to the group. A person 1s a 
personality because he belongs to a community, because he 
takes over the institutions of that community into his own con- 
duct. He takes its language as a medium by which he gets his 
personality, and then through a process of taking the different 
réles that all the others furnish he comes to get the attitude of 
the members of the community. Such, in a certatn sense, is the 
structure of a man’s personality. There are certain common re- 
sponses which each individual has toward certain common 
things, and in so far as those common responses are awakened 
in the individual when he 1s affecting other persons he arouses 
his own self. The structure, then, on which the self 1s built is 
this response which 1s common to all, for one has to be a mem- 
ber of a community to be a self. Such responses are abstract 
attitudes, but they constitute just what we term a man’s char- 
acter. They grve him what we term his principles, the acknowl- 
edged attitudes of all members of the community toward what 
are the values of that community. He is putting himself in the 
place of the generalized other, which represents the organized 
responses of all the members of the group. It is that which 
guides conduct controlled by principles, and a person who has 


240 The Soctal Psychology of George Herbert Mead 


such an organized group of responses 1s a man whom we say has 
character, 1n the moral sense 

It is a structure of attitudes, then, which goes to make Up a 
self, as distinct from a group of habits. We all of us have, for 
example, certain groups of habits, such as the particular intona. 
tions which a person uses in his speech. This is a set of habits of 
vocal expression which one has but which one does not know 
about. The sets of habits which we have of that sort mean 
nothing to us; we do not hear the intonations of our speech that 
others hear unless we are paying particular attention to them. The 
habits of emotional expression which belong to our speech are of 
the same sort. We may know that we have expressed ourselves 
in a joyous fashion but the detailed process is one which does 
not come back to our conscious selves. There are whole bundles 
of such habits which do not enter into a conscious self, but 
which help to make up what is termed the unconscious self. 

After all, what we mean by self-consciousness is an awaken- 
ing in ourselves of the group of attitudes which we are arousing 
in others, especially when 1t is an 1mportant set of responses 
which go to make up the members of the community. It is un- 
fortunate to fuse or mix up consciousness, as we ordinarily use 
that term, and self-consciousness Consciousness, as frequently 
used, simply has reference to the field of experience, but self- 
consciousness refers to the ability to call out 1n ourselves a set of 
definite responses which belong to the others of the group. 
Consciousness and self-consciousness are not on the same level 
A man alone has, fortunately or unfortunately, access to his 
own toothache, but that is not what we mean by self-conscious- 
ness 

I have so far emphasized what I have called the structures 
upon which the self is constructed, the framework of the self, 
as 1t were. Of course we are not only what is common to all: 
each one of the selves is different from everyone else; but there 
has to be such a common structure as I have sketched in order 
that we may be members of a community at all. We cannot be 
ourselves unless we are also members in whom there 1s a com. 
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munity of attitudes which control the attitudes of all. We can- 
not have rights unless we have common attitudes. That which 
we have acquired as self-conscious persons makes us such mem- 
bers of society and gives us selves. Selves can only exist in defi- 
nite relationships to other selves. No hard-and-fast line can be 
drawn between our own selves and the selves of others, since 
our own selves exist and enter as such into our experience only 
in so far as the selves of others exist and enter as such into our 
experience also The individual possesses a self only in relation 
to the selves of the other members of his social group; and the 
structure of his self expresses or reflects the general behavior 
pattern of this social group to which he belongs, just as does the 
structure of the self of every other individual belonging to this 
social group. 
THE SELF AND THI SUBJECTIVE 

Emphasis should be laid on the central position of thinking 
when considering the nature of the self. Self-consciousness, 
rather than affective experience with its motor accompaniments, 
provides the core and primary structure of the self, which is thus 
essentially a cognitive rather than an emotional phenomenon 
The thinking or intellectual process—the internalization and 
inner dramatization, by the individual, of the external conver- 
sation of significant gestures which constitutes his chief mode of 
interaction with other individuals belonging to the same society 
—ais the earliest experiential phase in the genesis and develop- 
ment of the self Cooley and James, it is true, endeavor to find 
the basis of the self in reflexive affective experiences, 1e€, ex 
periences involving “self-feeling’’, but the theory that the 
nature of the self is to be found in such experiences does not ac- 
count for the origin of the self, or of the self-feeling which 1s sup- 
posed to characterize such experiences The individual need not 
take the attitudes of others toward himself in these experiences, 
since these experiences merely in themselves do not necessitate 
his doing so, and unless he does so, he cannot develop a self, and 
he will not do so in these experiences unless his self has already 
originated otherwise, namely, in the way we have been describ- 
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ing. The essence of the self, as we have said, is cognitive; it lies 
in the internalized conversation of gestures which constitutes 
thinking, or in terms of which thought or reflection proceeds, 
And hence the ofigin and foundations of the self, like those of 
thinking, are social. 
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THE ‘I’? AND THE “ME” 


We have discussed at length the social foundations of the 
self, and hinted that the self does not consist simply 1n the bare 
organization of social attitudes We may now explicitly raise 
the question as to the nature of the “I’’ which 1s aware of the 
social ‘‘me ” I do not mean to raise the metaphysical question 
of how a person can be both “I” and “me,” but to ask for the 
significance of this distinction from the point of view of conduct 
itself Where in conduct does the “I’’ come in as over against 
the ‘‘me’’? If one determines what his position 1s in society and 
feels himself as having a certain function and privilege, these 
are all defined with reference to an “I,” but the “‘T’ is not a 
“me” and cannot become a “me” We may have a better self 
and a worse self, but that again is not the “I’’ as over against 
the “me,” because they are both selves. We approve of one and 
disapprave of the other, but when we bring up one or the other 
they are there for such approval as “me’s” The “I” does not 
get into the limelight; we talk to ourselves, but do not see our- 
selves The “T’’ reacts to the self which arises through the 
taking of the attitudes of others. Through taking those atti- 
tudes we have introduced the “me” and we react to 1t as an “I.” 

The simplest way of handling the problem would be 1n terms 
of memory I talk to myself, and I remember what | said and 
perhaps the emotional content that went with it. The “TI” of 
this moment 1s present in the “me” of the next moment. There 
again I cannot turn around quick enough to catch myself. | 
become a ‘“‘me”’ in so far as I remember what I said. The “I” can 
be given, however, this functional relationship. It is because of 
the “I” that we say that we are never fully aware of what we are, 
that we surprise ourselves by our own action. It is as we act that 
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we are aware of ourselves Jt 1s in memory that the “I” 1s con- 
stantly present 1n experience. We can go back directly a few 
moments in our experience, and then we are dependent upon 
memory images for the rest. So that the “I” in memory 1s there 
as the spokesman of the self of the second, or minute, or day 
ago. As piven, itis a “me,” but it is a “‘me” which was the “I” 
at the earlier time If you ask, then, where directly in your 
own experience the “T’’ comes in, the answer is that it comes in 
as a historical figure It is what you were a second ago that is 
the “I” of the “me” It 1s another “me” that has to take that 
role You cannot get the immediate response of the “I” 1n the 
process.? The “I” 1s in a certain sense that with which we do 
identify ourselves. The getting of it into experience constitutes 
one of the problems of most of our conscious experience, it 15 
not directly given in experience. 

The “I” 1s the response of the organism to the attitudes of the 
others, the “‘me’ 1s the organized set of attitudes of others 
which one himself assumes The attitudes of the others con- 
stitute the organized “‘me,” and then one reacts toward that as 
an “I.” I now wish to examine these concepts in greater detail. 

There 1s neither “I” nor “me” tn the conversation of gestures; 
the whole act is not yet carried out, but the preparation takes 
place in this field of gesture. Now, tn so far as the individual 
arouses in himself the attitudes of the others, there arises an 
organized group of responses And 1t is due to the individual’s 
ability to take the attitudes of these others in so far as they can 
be organized that he gets self-consciousness The taking of all of 
those organized sets of attitudes gives him his ‘‘me’”’, that 1s the 
self he is aware of. He can throw the ball to some other member 
because of the demand made upon him from other members of 


9 The sensttivitv of the organism brings parts of itself into the environment It 
does not, however, bring the life-process itself into the environment, and the complete 
imaginative presentation of the organism 1s unable to present the fiving of the organ- 
ism It can conceivably present the conditions under which living takes place but not 
the unitary life-process The physical organism in the environment always remains a 
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the team. That is the self that immediately exists for him in his 
consciousness He has their attitudes, knows what they want 
and what the consequence of any act of his will be, and he has 
assumed responsibility for the situation Now, it is the presence 
of those organized sets of attitudes that constitutes that “me” 
to which he as an “I” is responding. But what that response will 
be he does not know and nobody else knows. Perhaps he will 
make a brillant play or an error The response to that situation 
as it appears in his immediate experience is uncertain, and 1t 1s 
that which constitutes the “I.” 

The “I” is hts actton over against that social situation within 
his own conduct, and tt gets into his experience only after he has 
carried out the act. Then he is aware of it. He had to do sucha 
thing and he did it. He fulfils his duty and he may look with 
pride at the throw which he made. The “me’”’ arises to do that 
duty—that is the way in which it arises in his experience. He had 
in him all the attitudes of others, calling for a certain response, 
that was the “me” of that situation, and his response 1s 
thie 

I want to call attention particularly to the fact that this re- 
sponse of the “I” 1s something that 1s more or less uncertain, 
The attitudes of others which one assumes as affecting his own 
conduct constitute the “me,” and that 1s something that is 
there, but the response to 1t 1s as yet not given. When one sits 
down to think anything out, he has certain data that are there, 
Suppose that it is a social situation which he has to straighten 
out He sees himself from the point of view of one individual or 
another in the group. These individuals, related all together, 
give him a certain self. Well, what is he going to do? He does 
not know and nobody else knows. He can get the sttuation into 
his expettence because he can assume the attitudes of the 
various individuals involved in it. He knows how they feel 
about it by the assumption of their attitudes. He says, 1n effect, 
“T have done certain things that seem to commit me to a cer- 
tain course of conduct” Perhaps 1f he does so act it will place 
him in a false position with another group. The “I’”’ as a te- 
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sponse to this situation, in contrast to the “me” which 1s in- 
volved in the attitudes which he takes, 1s uncertain. And when 
the response takes place, then it appears in the field of expert- 
ence largely as a memory image. 

Our specious present as such 1s very short. We do, however, 
experience passing events; part of the process of the passage of 
events is directly there in our experience, including some of the 
past and some of the future We see a ball falling as it passes, 
and as it does pass part of the ball is covered and part 1s being 
uncovered. We remember where the ball was a moment ago and 
we anticipate where it will be beyond what is given in our ex- 
perience So of ourselves; we are doing something, but to look 
back and see what we are doing involves getting memory 
mages. So the “I” really appears experientially as a part of a 
“me.” But on the basis of this experience we distinguish that 
individual who ts doing something from the “me” who puts the 
problem up to him. The response enters into his experience only 
when 1t takes place. If he says he knows what he is going to do, 
even there he may be mistaken He starts out to do something 
and something happens to interfere. The resulting action is al- 
ways a little different from anything which he could anticipate 
This is true even if he is simply carrying out the process of 
walking. The very taking of his expected steps puts him in a 
certain situation which has a slightly different aspect from what 
is expected, which 1s in a certain sense novel That movement 
into the future is the step, so to speak, of the ego, of the “I.” It 
is something that 1s not given in the “me” 

Take the situation of a scientist solving a problem, where he 
has certain data which call for certain responses Some of this 
set of data call for his applying such and such a law, while others 
call for another law Data are there with theirimplications He 
knows what such and such coloration means, and when he has 
these data before him they stand for certain responses on his 
part; but now they are in conflict with each other If he makes 
one response he cannot make another. What he is going to do he 
does not know, nor does anybody else The action of the self 1s 
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in response to these conflicting sets of data in the form of a 
problem, with conflicting demands upon him as a scientist. He 
has to look at 1t in different ways. That action of the “I” 4s 
something the nature of which we cannot tell in advance. 

The “I,” then, in this relation of the “I” and the ‘‘me,” 4g 
something that 1s, so to speak, responding to a social situation 
which 1s within the experience of the indrvidual. It is the an- 
swer which the individual makes to the attitude which others 
take toward him when he assumes an attitude toward them, 
Now, the attitudes he is taking toward them are present in his 
own experience, but his response to them will contain a novel 
element. The “I” gives the sense of freedom, of initiative The 
situation 1s there for us to actin a self-conscious fashion. We are 
aware of ourselves, and of what the situation 1s, but exactly how 
we will act never gets into experience until after the action takes 
place. 

Such 1s the basis for the fact that the “I” does not appear in 
the same sense in experience as does the ‘me.’ The “me” repre- 
sents a definite organization of the community there in our own 
attitudes, and calling for a response, but the response that takes 
place 1s something that just happens, There is no certainty in 
regard to it. There is a moral necessity but no mechanical 
necessity for the act. When it does take place then we find what 
has been done The above account gives us, I think, the relative 
position of the “I” and “‘me’’ in the sttuation, and the grounds 
for the separation of the two in behavior. The two are separated 
in the process but they belong together in the sense of being 
parts of a whole. They are separated and yet chey belong to- 
gether. The separation of the “I” and the “me” is not fictitious. 
They are not identical, for, as I have sard, the “I” 1s something 
that 1s never entirely calculable. The ‘“‘me’’ does call for a cer- 
tain sort of an “T’’ in so far as we meet the obligations that are 
given in conduct itself, but the “I’’ 1s always something differ- 
ent from what the situation itself calls for. So there 1s always 
that distinction, if you like, between the ‘‘1” and the ‘‘me.” The 
“T” both calls out the “me” and responds to it. Taken together 
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they constitute a personality as it appears in social experience. 
The self 1s essentially a soctal process goimg on with these two 
distinguishable phases. If it did not have these two phases there 
could not be conscious responsibility, and there would be 
nothing novel in experience. 


THE REALIZATION OF THE SELF IN THE 
SOCIAL SITUATION 


There 1s still one phase in the development of the self that 
needs to be presented in more detail. the realization of the self 
in the social situation in which it arises. 

I have argued that the self appears in experience essentially 
as a “me” with the organization of the community to which it 
belongs. This organization 1s, of course, expressed in the par- 
ticular endowment and particular social situation of the indi- 
vidual. He ts a member of the community, but he is a particu- 
lar part of the community, with a particular heredity and posi- 
tion which distinguishes him from anybody else. He 1s what he 
1s in so far as he 1s a member of this community, and the raw 
materials out of which this particular individual 1s born would 
not be a self but for his relationship to others in the community 
of which he 1s a part Thus 1s he aware of himself as such, and 
this not only in political citizenship, or in membership in 
groups of which he 1s a part, but also from the point of view of 
reflective thought. He is a member of the community of the 
thinkers whose ltterature he reads and to which he may con- 
tribute by his own published thought. He belongs to a society 
of all rattonal beings, and the rationality that he identifies with 
himself involves a continued social mterchange The widest 
community in which the individual finds himself, that which 1s 
everywhere, through and for everybody, is the thought world 
as such He1is a member of such a community and he1s what he 
ts as such a member. 

The fact that all selves are constituted by or in terms of the 
social process, and are individual reflections of 1t—or rather of 
this organized behavior pattern which it exhibits, and which 
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they prehend in their respective structures—is not in the least 
incompatible with, or destructive of, the fact that every indi- 
vidual self has sts own peculiar individuality, its own unique 
pattern, because each individual self within that process, while 
it reflects in its organized structure the behavior pattern of that 
process as a whole, does so from its own particular and unique 
standpoint within that process, and thus reflects in its organized 
structure a different aspect or perspective of this whole social 
behavior pattern from that which 1s reflected in the organized 
structure of any other individual self within that process (just 
as every monad in the Le:bnizian universe mirrors that universe 
from a different point of view, and thus mirrors a different 
aspect or perspective of that universe). In other words, the 
organized structure of every individual self within the human 
social process of experience and behavior reflects, and is con- 
stituted by, the organized 1elational pattern of that process as a 
whole, but each individual self-structure reflects, and 1s con- 
stituted by, a different aspect or perspective of this relational 
pattern, because each reflects this relational pattern from tts 
own unique standpoint, so that the common soctal origin and 
constitution of individual selves and their structures does not 
preclude wide individual differences and variations among them, 
ot contradict the peculiar and more or less distinctive individu- 
ality which each of them in fact possesses. Every individual 
self within a given society or social community reflects in 1ts 
organized structure the whole relational pattern of organized 
social behavior which that society or community exhibits or 1s 
carrying on, and its organized structure 1s constituted by this 
pattern, but since each of these individual selves reflects a 
uniquely different aspect or perspective of this pattern tn its 
structure, from its own particular and unique place or stand- 
point within the whole process of organized social behavior 
which exhibits this pattern—since, that ts, each is differently or 
uniquely related to that whole process, and occupies its own 
essentially unique focus of relations theretn—the structure of 
each is differently constituted by this pattern from the way in 
which the structure of any other 1s so constituted. 
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The individual, as we have seen, ts continually reacting back 
against this society. Every adjustment involves some sort of 
change in the community to which the individual adjusts him- 
self. And this change, of course, may be very important. Take 
even the widest community which we can present, the rational 
community that 1s represented 1n the so-called untversal dis- 
course Up to a comparatively recent time the form of this was 
that of an Aristotelian world. But men in America, England, 
Italy, Germany, France, have very considerably changed the 
structure of that world, introducing a logic of multiple relations 
in place of the Aristotelian relation of substance and attribute. 
Another fundamental change has taken place in the form of the 
world through the reaction of an individual—-Finstein Great 
figures in history bring about very fundamental changes. These 
profound changes which take place through the action of indi- 
vidual minds are only the extreme expression of the sort of 
changes that take place steadily through reactions which are not 
simply those of a “ime’’ but of an “I.” These changes are 
changes that take place gradually and more or less imperceptt- 
bly We know that as we pass from one historical period to an- 
other there have been fundamental changes, and we know 
these changes are due to the reactions of different individuals. 
It 1s only the ultimate effect that we can recognize, but the 
differences are due to the gestures of these countless individuals 
actually changing the situation in which they find themselves, 
although the specific changes are too minute for us to identify 
As I have pointed out, the ego or “I” that 1s responsible for 
changes of that sort appears in experience only after its reaction 
has taken place. It 1s only after we have said the word we are 
saying that we recognize ourselves as the person that has said 
it, as this particular self that says this particular thing; it is 
only after we have done the thing that we are going to do that 
we are aware of what we are doing. However carefully we plan 
the future st always 1s different from that which we can previse, 
and this something that we are continually bringing in and 
adding to is what we identify with the self that comes into the 
level of our experience only in the completion of the act 
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In some respects, of course, we can determine what that self 
isgoingtodo Wecan accept certain responsibilities in advance, 
One makes contracts and promises, and one is bound by them. 
The situation may change, the act may be different from that 
which the individual himself expected to carry out, but he js 
held to the contract which he has made. He must do certain 
things in order to remain a member of the community, In the 
duties of what we call rational conduct, in adjusting ourselves 
to a world in which the laws of nature and of economics and of 
political systems obtain, we can state what 1s going to happen 
and take over the responsibility for the thing we are going to do, 
and yet the real self that appears in that act awaits the comple. 
tion of the act itself. Now, 1t is this ving act which never gets 
directly into reflective experience. It 1s only after the act has 
taken place that we can catch it in our memory and place it in 
terms of that which we have done. It is that “I” which we may 
be said to be continually trying to realize, and to realize through 
the actual conduct itself. One does not ever get it fully before 
himself Sometimes somebody else can tell him something 
about himself that he is not aware of. He 1s never sure about 
himself, and he astonishes himself by his conduct as much as he 
astonishes other people. 

The posstbilities in our nature, those sorts of energy which 
William James took so much pleasure in indicating, are possi- 
bilities of the self that lie beyond our own immediate presenta- 
tion. We do not know just what they are. They are in a certain 
sense the most fascinating contents that we can contemplate, 
so far as we can get hold of them. We get a great deal of our 
enjoyment of romance, of moving pictures, of art, in setting 
free, at least in imagination, capacities which belong to our. 
selves, or which we want to belong to ourselves. Inferiority 
complexes arise from those wants of a self which we should like 
to carry out but which we cannot—we adjust ourselves to these 
by the so-called inferiority complexes. The possibilities of the 
“LT” belong to that which 1s actually going on, taking place, and 
It 1s 1n some sense the most fascinating part of our experience. 


Self 


Tt is there that novelty arises and itis there that our most im- 
portant values are located. It 1s the realization in sonie sense 
of this self that we are continually sceking. 


THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE “ME” AND THE ‘7 


I have been undertaking to distinguish between the “I” and 
the “me” as different phases of the self, the “me’’ answering to 
the organized attitudes of the others which we definitely assume 
and which determine consequently our own conduct so far as 
it ts of a self-conscious character Now the “me” may be re- 
garded as giving the form of the “I.” The novelty comes in the 
action of the “SJ,” but the structure, the form of the self is one 
which ts conventional 

This conventional form may be reduced to a mimimum. In 
the artist’s attitude, where there is artistic creation, the empha- 
sis upon the element of novelty 1s carried to the limit, This de- 
mand for the unconventional 1s especially noticeable in modern 
art Here the artist is supposed to break away from convention, 
a part of his artistic expression 19 thought to be in the break- 
down of convention. That attitude 1s, of course, not essential 
to the artistic funetion, and it probably never occurs in the ex- 
treme form in which it 1s often proclaimed Take certain of the 
artists of the past. In the Greek world the artists were, tn a cer- 
tain sense, the supreme artisans, What they were to do was 
more or less set by the community, and accepted by themselves, 
as the expression of heroic figures, certain deities, the erection 
of temples Definite rules were accepted as essential to the ex- 
pression. And yet the artist introduced an originality into it 
which distinguishes one artist from another. In the case of the 
artist the emphasis upon that which is unconventional, that 
which is not in the structure of the ‘“me,’’ 1s carried as far, per- 
haps, as it can be carried. 

This same emphasis also appears in certain types of conduct 
which are impulsive Impulsive conduct 1s uncontrolled con- 
duct. The structure of the “me” does not there determine the 
expression of the “J.” If we use a Freudian expression, the 
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‘‘me” is in a certain sense a censor. It determines the sort of 
expression which can take place, sets the stage, and gives the 
cue. In the case of tmpulsive conduct this structure of the “me” 
involved in the situation does not furnish to any such degree 
this control Take the situation of self-assertion where the self 
simply asserts itself over against others, and suppose that the 
emotional stress 1s such that the forms of polite society in the 
performance of legitimate conduct are overthiown, so that the 
person expresses himself violently There the “me” 1s deter- 
mined by the situation. There are certain recognized fields 
within which an individual can assert himself, certain rights 
which he has within these limits. But Jet the stress become too 
great, these limits are not observed, and an individual asserts 
himself in perhaps a violent fashion, Then the “I” is the dom: 
nant element over against the ‘“‘me.” Under what we consider 
normal conditions the way in which an individual acts 1s de. 
termined by his taking the attitude of the others in the group, 
but if the individual is not given the opportunity to come up 
against people, as a child is not who ts held out of intercourse 
with other people, then there results a situation in which the re- 
action 1s uncontrolled. 

Social contiol?? is the expression of the “me” over against the 
expression of the “I.” It sets the limits, it gives the determina- 
tion that enables the “I,” so ta speak, to use the “me’’ as the 
means of carrying out what is the undertaking that all are inter- 
ested in. Where persons are held outside or beyond that sort of 
organized expression there arises a situation in which social con- 
trol is absent In the more or less fantastic psychology of the 
Freudian group, thinkers are dealing with the sexual life and 
with self-assertion 1n }ts violent form. The normal situation, 
however, 1s one which involves a reaction of the individual in a 
situation which is socially determined, but to which he brings 


[On the topte of social control see “The Genesis of the Self and Social Contral,” 
International Fournal of Ethtes, XXXV (1924-28), 251 ¥ , “The Working Hypothesis 
in Social Reform,” American Journal af Sociology, V (1899-1900), 367 F , “The Psy- 
chology of Punitive Justice,” sbrd , XXIII (1917-18), 677 F] 
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his own responses as an “I,” The response is, in the experience 
of the individual, an expression with which the self 1s wentitied, 
It 1s such a response which raises him above the institutionalized 
individual 

As I have said before, an institution is, after all, nothing but 
an organization of attitudes which we all carry in us, the organ- 
ized attitudes of the others that control and determine conduct 
Now, this institutionalized individual ts, or should be, the 
means by which the individual expresses himself in his own 
way, for such individual expression is that which 1s tdentitied 
with the self in those values which are essential to the self, 
and which arise from the self To speak of them as arisin 
from the self does not attach to them the character of the selfish 
epoist, for under the normal conditions to which we were refer- 
ring the individual 1s making his contribution to a common 
undertaking. The baseball player who makes a brilliant play 1s 
making the play called for by the nine to which he belongs He 
is playing for his side. Aman may, of course, play the gallery, 
be more interested in making a brilliant play than in helping 
the nine to win, just as a surgeon may carry out a bnilliant 
operation and sacrifice the patient. But under normal condi- 
tions the contribution of the individual gets its expression in the 
social processes that are involved in the act, so that the attach- 
ment of the values to the self does not involve egoism or selfish- 
ness. The other situation in which the self in its expression does 
in some sense exploit the group or society to which it belongs 
is one which sets up, 50 to speak, a narrow self which takes ad- 
vantage of the whole group in satisfying itself. Even such a 
self is still a social affair. We distinguish very definitely be- 
tween the selfish man and the impulsive man. The man who 
may lose his temper and knock another down may be a very 
unselfish man. He ts not necessarily a person who would utilize 
a certain situation for the sake of his own interests The latter 
case involves the narrow self that does not relate itself to the 
whole social group of which it is a part, 

Values do definitely attach to this expression of the self which 
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is peculiar to the self; and what 1s peculiar to the self is what it 
calls its own. And yet this value lies in the social situation, and 
would not be apart from that social situation. It 1s the contribu. 
tion of the individual to the situation, even though 1t is only in 
the social situation that the value obtains 

We seek certainly for that sort of expression which is self. 
expression. When an individual feels himself hedged in he 
recognizes the necessity of getting a situation in which there 
shall be an opportunity for him to make his addition to the 
undertaking, and not simply to be the conventionalized “‘me.” 
In a person who carries out the routine job, it leads to the reac. 
tion against the machine, and to the demand that that type of 
routine work shall fall into its place in the whole social process 
There 1s, of course, a certain amount of real mental and physical 
health, a very essential part of one’s life, that 1s involved in do- 
ing routine work. One can very well just carry out certain 
processes 1n which his contribution ts very slight, in a more or 
less mechanical fashion, and find himself in a better position 
because of it. Such men as John Stuart Mill have been able to 
catry on routine occupations during a certain part of the day, 
and then give themselves to original work for the rest of the 
day. A person who cannot do a certain amount of stereotyped 
work is not a healthy individual. Both the health of the indt- 
vidual and the stability of society call for a very considerable 
amount of such work The reaction to machine industry simply 
calls for the restriction of the amount of time given to 1t, but it 
does not involve its total abolition Nevertheless, and granting 
this point, there must be some way in which the individual can 
express himself. It 1s the situations in which 1t is possible to get 
this sort of expression that seem to be particularly precious, 
namely, those situations tn which the individual 1s able to do 
something on his own, where he can take over responsibility 
and carry out things in his own way, with an opportunity to 
think his own thoughts. Those soctal situations in which the 
structure of the “me” for the time being is one in which the 
individual gets an opportunity for that sort of expression of the 
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self bring some of the most exciting and gratifying experiences. 

These experiences may take place in a form which involves 
degradation, or in a form which involves the emergence of higher 
values. The mob furnishes a situation in which the “me” is one 
which simply supports and emphasizes the more violent sort of 
impulsive expression This tendency 1s deeply imbedded in 
human nature. It is astonishing what part of the “I” of the sick 
is constituted by murder stories. Of course, in the story itself, 1 
is the tracking-down of the murderer that is the focal pomt of 
interest; but that tracking-down of the murderer takes one back 
to the vengeance attitude of the primitive community. In the 
murder story one gets a real villain, runs him down, and brings 
him to justice. Such expressions may involve degradation of the 
self. In situations involving the defense of the country a mob 
attitude or a very high moral attitude may prevail, depending 
upon the individual. The situation in which one can let himself 
go, in which the very structure of the “me” opens the door for 
the “‘I,” 1s favorable to self-expression I have referred to the 
situation in which a person can sit down with a friend and say 
just what he 1s thinking about someone else. There is a satisfac- 
tion in letting one’s self goin this way The sort of thing that 
under other circumstances you would not say and would not 
even let yourself think 1s now naturally uttered. If you get ina 
group which thinks as you do then one can go to lengths which 
may surprise the person himself. The “me” in the above situa- 
tions is definitely constituted by the social relations. Now if this 
situation 1s such that 1t opens the door to impulsive expression 
one gets a peculiar satisfaction, high or low, the source of which 
is the value that attaches to the expression of the “I” tn the 
social process, 


A CONTRAST OF INDIVIDUALISTIC AND SOCIAL 
THEORIES OF THE SELF 


The differences between the type of social psychology which 
derives the selves of individuals from the social process in 
which they are implicated and in which they empinically inter- 
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act with one another, and the type of soctal psychology which 
instead detives that process from the selves of the individuals 
involved in it, are clear The first type assumes a social process 
or social order as the logical and biological precondition of the 
appearance of the selves of the individual organisms involved tn 
that process or belonging to that order. The other type, on the 
contrary, assumes individual selves as the presuppositions, 
logically and biologically, of the social process or order within 
which they interact 

The difference between the social and the indrvidual theories 
of the development of mind, self, and the social process of ex. 
perience or behavior is analogous to the difference between the 
evolutionary and the contract theories of the state as held tn 
the past by both rationalists and empuricists."* The latte: theory 
takes individuals and their individual experiencing—tndividual 
minds and selves—as logically prior to the social process in 
which they are involved, and explains the existence of that 
social process in terms of them; whereas the former takes the 
social process of experience or behavior as logically prior to the 
individuals and their individual experiencing which are involved 
in it, and explains their existence in terms of that social process. 
But the latter type of theory cannot explain that which ts taken 
as logically prior at all, cannot explain the existence of minds 
and selves, whereas the former type of theory can explain that 
which it takes as logically prior, namely, the existence of the 
social process of behavior, in terms of such fundamental bio- 
logical or physiological relations and interactions as reproduc- 
tion, or the co-operation of individuals for mutual protection 
or for the securing of food. 

Our contention 1s that mind can never find expression, and 


1 Pistorically, both the rationalist and the empincist are committed to the inter- 
pretation of expertence in terms of the individual (1931) 
Other people are there as much as we are there, to be a self requires other selves 
(1924) 

Tn our experience the thing 1s there as much ag we are here Our experience isin the 
thing as much as tt 1s in us (MS) 
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could never have come into existence at all, except in terms of a 
social environment, that an organized set or pattern of social 
relations and interactions (especially those of communication 
by means of gestures functioning as significant symbols and 
thus creating a universe of discourse) is necessarily presupposed 
by it and involved in its nature. And this entirely social theory 
or interpretation of mind’*—this contention that mind develops 
and has its being only in and by virtue of the social process of 
experience and activity, which it hence presupposes, and that in 
no other way can it develop and have its being—must be clearly 
distinguished from the partially (but only partially) social view 
of mind. On this view, though mind can get expression only 
within or in terms of the environment of an organized social 
proup, yet it is nevertheless in some sense a native endowment— 
a congenital or hereditary biological attribute—of the individual 
organism, and could not otherwise exist or manifest itself in the 
social process at all; so that it 1s not itself essentially a social 
phenomenon, but rather is biological both in its nature and 1n 
its origin, and 1s social only in its characteristic manifestations 
or expressions. According to this latter view, moreover, the 
social process presupposes, and in a sense 1s 4 product of, mind; 
in direct contrast is our opposite view that mind presupposes, 
and 1s a product of, the social process The advantage of our 
view is that it enables us to give a detailed account and actually 
to explain the genesis and development of mind; whereas the 
view that mind 1s a congenital biological endowment of the 
individual organism does not really enable us to explain its 


3 In defending a social theory of mind we are defending a functional, as opposed to 
any form of substantive or entitive, wiew as to its nature, And in particular, we are 
opposing all intracranial or tntra-epidermal views as to tts character and locus For it 
follows from our social theory of mind that the field of mind must be co-extensive with, 
and include all the components of, the field of the soctal process of experience and be- 
havior, 1¢., the matrix of soctal relations and mteractions among individuals, which 1s 
presupposed by it, and out of which tt arises or comes into being If mund is socially 
constituted, then the field or Jocus of any given individual mind must extend as far 
as the social activity or apparatus of social relations which constitutes it extends, and 
hence that field cannot be bounded by the skin of the individual organism to which it 
belongs 
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nature and origin at all: neither what sort of biological endow. 
ment it 1s, nor how organisms at a certain level of evolutionary 
progress come to possess it '3 Furthermore, the supposition that 
the social process presupposes, and is 1n some sense a product of, 
mind seems to be contradicted by the existence of the social 
communities of certain of the lower animals, especially the high- 
ly complex social organizations of bees and ants, which appar- 
ently operate on a purely instinctive or reflex basis, and do not 
in the least involve the existence of mind or consciousness in the 
individual organisms which form or constitute them. And even if 
this contradiction is avoided by the admission that only at its 
higher levels—only at the levels represented by the social rela- 
tions and interactions of human beings—does the social process 
of experience and behavior presuppose the existence of mind or 
become necessarily a product of mind, still 1t 1s hardly plausible 
to suppose that this already ongoing and developing process 
should suddenly, at a particular stage in its evolution, become 
dependent for its further continuance upon an entirely extiane- 
ous factor, introduced into it, so to speak, from without 

The individual enters as such into his own experience only as 
an object, not as a subject; and he can enter as an object only 
on the basis of social relations and interactions, only by means 
of his experiential transactions with other individuals in an 
organized social environment. It is true that certain contents of 
experience (particularly kinaesthetic) are accessible only to the 


11 According to the traditional assumption of psy chology, the content of experience 
18 entirely individual and not in any measure ta be primarily accounted for in social 
terms, even though its setting or context is a social one, And for a social psychology 
hike Cooley's—which is founded on precisely thts same assumption—all social interac- 
tions depend upon the imaginations of the individuals involved, and take place in terms 
of their direct conscious influences upon onc another in the processes of social experience 
Cooley’s social psychology, as found in his Human Nature and the Soctal Order, is hence 
inevitably introspective, and his psychological method ecarrtes with it the implication 
of complete solipsism socicty really has no existence except m the individual’s mind, 
and the concept of the self as 1n any sense intrinsically social is a product of imagination 
Even for Cooley the self presupposes experience, and experience is a process within 
which selves artse, but since that process is for him primarily internal and individual 
rather than external and social, he 1s committed in his psychology to a subjectivistic 
and idealistic, rather than an objyectivistic and naturalistic, metaphysical position 
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given individual organism and not to any others, and that these 
private or “subjective,” as opposed to public or “objective,” 
contents of experience are usually regarded as being pecultarly 
and intimately connected with the individual’s self, or as being 
in a special sense self-experiences. But this accessibility solely 
to the given individual organism of certain contents of its ex- 
perience does not affect, nor in any way conflict with, the theory 
as to the social nature and origin of the self that we are present- 
ing, the existence of private or “subjective” contents of expert- 
ence does not alter the fact that self-consciousness involves the 
individual’s becoming an object to himself by taking the atti- 
tudes of other individuals toward himself within an organized 
setting of social relationships, and that unless the individual had 
thus become an object to himself he would not be self-conscious 
or have a self at all, Apart from his social interactions with 
other individuals, he would not relate the private or ‘‘subjec- 
tive’ contents of his experience to himself, and he could not be- 
come aware of himself as such, that is, as an individual, a per- 
son, merely by means or in terms of these contents of his ex- 
perience; for in order to become aware of himself as such he 
must, to repeat, become an object to himself, or enter his own 
experience as an object, and only by social means—only by 
taking the attitudes of others toward himself—is he able to be- 
come an object to himself "4 

It 1s true, of course, that once mind has arisen in the social 
process it makes possible the development of that process into 
much more complex forms of social interaction among the com- 
ponent individuals than was possible before it had arisen. But 
there 1s nothing odd about a product of a given process con- 
tributing to, or becoming an essential factor in, the further de- 
velopment of that process. The social process, then, does not 


"4 The human being's physiological capacity for developing mind or intelligence 13 a 
product of the process of biological evolution, just as 18 his whole organism, but che 
actual development of his mind or intelligence itself, given that capacity, must proceed 
~ in terms of the soctal situations wherein it gets its expression and import, and hence st 
itself 1s a product of the process of social evolution, the process of social experence and 
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Part Six 


SOCIETY 


THE COMMUNITY AND THE INSTITUTION! 


There are what I have termed “‘generalized social attitudes” 
which make an organized self possible, In the community there 
are certain ways of acting under situations which are essentially 
identical, and these ways of acting on the part of anyone are 
those which we excite in others when we take certain steps. If 
we assert our rights, we are calling for a definite response just 
because they are rights that are universal—a response which 
everyone should, and perhaps will, gtve. Now that response 18 
present in our own nature; in some degree we are ready to take 
that same attitude toward somebody else if he makes the ap- 
peal. When we call out that response in others, we can take the 
attitude of the other and then adjust our own conduct to it 
There are, then, whole sertes of such common responses 1n the 
community in which we live, and such responses are what we 
term “institutions” The institution represents a common re- 
sponse on the part of all members of the community to a par- 
ticular situation This common response is one which, of course, 
varies with the character of the individual. In the case of theft 
the response of the sheriff is different from that of the attorney- 
general, from that of the judge and the jurors, and so forth, and 
yet they all are responses which maintain property, which in- 
volve the recognition of the property rightin others There isa 
common response in varied forms. And these variations, as jl- 
lustrated in the different officials, have an organization which 
gives unity to the variety of the responses One appeals to the 
policeman for assistance, one expects the state's attorney to act, 

1 [See “Natural Rights and the Theory of the Political Institution,” Journal of 
Philosophy, XVI (191), 141 ¥] 
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expects the court and its various functionanes to carry out the 
process of the trial of the criminal, One does take the attitude 
of all of these different officials as involved in the very main- 
tenance of property; all of them as an organized process are in 
some sense found in our own natures When we arouse such 
attitudes, we are taking the attitude of what I have termed a 
“‘seneralized other” Such organized sets of response are related 
to each other; if one calls out one such set of responses, he is 
implicitly calling out others as well. 

Thus the institutions of society are organized forms of group 
or social activity—forms so organized that the individual mem- 
bers of society can act adequately and socially by taking the 
attitudes of others toward these activities. Oppressive, stereo- 
typed, and ultra-conservative social institutions—hke the 
church—which by their more or less rigid and inflexible un- 
progressiveness crush or blot out individuality, or discourage 
any distinctive or original expressions of thought and behavior 
in the individual selves or personalities implicated in and sub- 
jected to them, are undesirable but not necessary outcomes of 
the general social process of experience and behavior There ts 
no necessary or inevitable reason why social institutions should 
be oppressive or rigidly conservative, or why they should not 
rather be, as many are, flexible and progressive, fostering indi- 
viduality rather than discouragingit In any case, without social 
institutions of some sort, without the organized social attitudes 
and activities by which soctal institutions are constituted, there 
could be no fully mature individual selves or personalities at all; 
for the individuals involved in the general soctal life-process of 
which soctal institutions are organized manifestations can de- 
velop and possess fully mature selves or personalities only in so 
far as each one of them reflects or prehends in his individual ex- 
perience these organized social attitudes and activities which 
social institutions embody or represent. Social institutions, 
like individual selves, are developments within, or particular 
and formalized manifestations of, the social life-process at its 
haman evolutionary level. As such they are not necessarily 
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subversive of individuality in the individual members; and they 
do not necessarily represent or uphold narrow definitions of cer- 
tain fixed and specific patterns of acting which in any given cir- 
cumstances should characterize the behavior of all intelligent 
and socially responsible individuals (1n opposition to such unin- 
telligent and socially irresponsible individuals as morons and 
imbeciles), as members of the given community or social group. 
On the contrary, they need to define the social, or socially re- 
sponsible, patterns of individual conduct in only a very broad 
and general sense, affording plenty of scope for originality, 
flexibility, and variety of such conduct, and as the main formal- 
ized functional aspects or phases of the whole organized struc- 
ture of the social life-process at its human level they properly 
partake of the dynamic and progressive character of that 
process * 

There are a great number of institutionalized responses which 
are, we often say, arbitrary, such as the manners of a particular 
community Manners tn their best sense, of course, cannot be 
distinguished from morals, and are nothing but the expression 
of the courtesy of an individual toward people about him. They 
ought to express the natural courtesy of everyone to everyone 
else. There should be such an expression, but of course a great 
many habits for the expression of courtesy are quite arbitrary. 
The ways to greet people are different in different communities; 
what 1s appropriate in one may be an offense in another. The 
question arises whether a certain manner which expresses a 
courteous attitude may be what we term “conventional.” In 
answer to this we propose to distinguish between manners and 
conventions, Conventions are isolated social responses which 


2 Human society, we have insisted, docs not mercly stamp the pattern of its organ- 
ized social behavior upon any one of its individual members, so that this pattern be- 
comes lihcwise the pattern of the individual's self, 1t also, at the same time, gives him a 
mind, as the means or ability of consciously conversing with himself rn terms of the 
social attitudes which constitute the structure of his self and which embody the pattern 
of human society’s organized behavior as reflected in that structure And his mind 
enables him in turn to stamp the pattern of his further developing selt (further develop. 
ing through his mental activity) upon the structure or organization of human society, 
and thus in a degree to reconstruct and modify in terms of his self the general pattern 
of social or group behavior in terms of which his self was originally constituted 
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would not come into, or go to make up, the nature of the com. 
munity in its essential character as this expresses itself 1n the 
social reactions. A source of confusion would lie in identifying 
manners and morals with conventions, since the former are not 
arbitrary in the sense that conventions are. Thus conservatives 
identify what is a pure convention with the essence of a social 
situation; nothing must be changed. But the very distinction 
to which I have referred is one which implies that these various 
institutions, as social responses to situations in which indi- 
viduals are carrying out social acts, ate organically related to 
each other in a way which conventions are not. 

Such interrelation is one of the points which is brought out, 
for example, 1n the economic interpretation of history. It was 
first presented more or less as a party doctrine by the Marxian 
socialists, implying a particular economic interpretation. It has 
now passed over into the historian’s technique with a recogmi- 
tion that 1f he can get hold of the real economic situation, which 
is, of course, more accessible than most social expressions, he 
can work out from that to the other expressions and institutions 
of the community. Medieval economic institutions enable one 
to interpret the other institutions of the period One can get at 
the economic situation directly and, following that out, can find 
what the other institutions were, or must have been. Institu- 
tions, manners, or words, present in a ceftain sense the life- 
habits of the community as such; and when an individual acts 
toward others in, say, economic terms, he 1s calling out not 
simply a single response but a whole group of related responses. 

The same situation prevails in a physiological organism. If 
the balance of a person who is standing 1s disturbed, this calls for 
a readjustment which is possible only in so far as the affected 
parts of the nervous system lead to certain definite and inter- 
connected responses The different parts of the reaction can be 
isolated, but the organism has to act as a whole. Now it is true 
that an individual living in society hives in a certain sort of 
organism which reacts toward him as a whole, and he calls out 
by his action this more or less organized response There 1s per- 
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haps under his attention only some very minor fraction of this 
organized response—he considers, say, only the passage of a cer- 
tain amount of money But that exchange could not take place 
without the entire economic organization, and that in turn in- 
volves all the other phases of the group life. The individual can 
go any time from one phase to the others, since he has in his 
own nature the type of response which his action calls for. In 
taking any institutionalized attitude he organizes in some degree 
the whole social process, in proportion as he is a complete self 

The getting of this social response into the individual consti- 
tutes the process of education which takes over the cultural 
media of the community in a more or less abstract way.* Edu- 
cation 1s definitely the process of taking over a certain organ- 
ized set of responses to one’s own stimulation; and until one can 
respond to himself as the community responds to him, he does 
not genuinely belong to the community He may belong to a 
small community, as the small boy belongs to a gang rather than 
to the city in which he lives We all belong to small cliques, and 
we may remain simply inside of them The “organized other” 
present in ourselves is then a community of a narrow diameter. 
We are struggling now to get a certain amount of international- 
mindedness. We are realizing ourselves as members of a larger 
community. The vivid nationalism of the present period should, 
in the end, call out an international attitude of the larger com- 
munity. The situation 1s analogous to that of the boy and the 
gang, the boy gets a larger self in proportion as he enters into 
this larger community. In general, the self has answered defi- 
nitely to that organization of the social response which consti- 
tutes the community as such, the degree to which the self is 


3 [Among some eighteen notes, editorials, and articles on education attention may be 
called to the following “The Relation of Play to Education,” Unsersity of Chicago 
Record, J (1896), 140 ff , “The Teaching of Science in College,” Scsence, XX1V (1906), 
390 F , “Psychology of Social Consciousness Implied in Instruction,” sd1¢, XXXI 
(19:0), 688 f , “Industrial Education and Trade Schools,” Elementary School Teacher, 
VIIT (1908), 402 ff , “Industrial Education and the Working Man and the School,” 
thid , UX (1909), 349 fF , “On the Problem of History in the Elementary School,” sid, 
433, ‘Moral Training in the Schools,” 14:4, 327 ff , “Science in the High School,” 
Schaal Review, XIV (1906), 237 | 
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developed depends upon the community, upon the degree to 
which the individual calls out that instituttonalized group of re. 
sponses in himself The criminal as such ts the individual who 
lives tn a very small group, and then makes depredations upon 
the larger community of which he1s not amember. He is takin 
the property that belongs to others, but he himself does not be- 
long to the community that recognizes and preserves the rights 
of property 

There 1s a certain sort of organized response to our acts which 
represents the way in which people react toward us in certain 
situations. Such responses are in our nature because we act as 
members of the community toward others, and what I am 
emphasizing now is that the o1ganization of these responses 
makes the community possible. 

We are apt to assume that our estimate of the value of the 
community should depend upon its size. The American wor- 
ships bigness as over against qualitative social content A little 
community such as that of Athens produced some of the great- 
est spiritual products which the world has ever seen; contrast 
its achievements with those of the United States, and there 1s 
no need to ask whether the mere bigness of the one has any 
relationship to the qualitative contents of the achievements of 
the other I wish to bring out the :mplicit universality of the 
highly developed, highly organized community. Now, Athens 
as the home of Socrates, Piato, and Aristotle, the seat of a great 
metaphysical development in the same period, the birthplace of 
political theorists and great dramatists, actually belongs to the 
whole world. These qualitative achievements which we ascribe 
to a ]ittle community belong to 1t only in so far as it has the 
organization that makes tt universal The Athenian community 
rested upon slave labor and upon a political situation which was 
narrow and contracted, and that part of its social organization 
was not universal and could not be made the basis for a large 
community The Roman Empire disintegrated very largely be- 
cause Its whole economic structure was laid on the basis of slave 
labor It was not organized on a universal basis. From the legal 
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standpoint and administrative organization it was universal, 
and just as Greek philosophy has come down to us so has 
Roman law To the degree that any achievement of organiza- 
tion of a community 1s successful it 1s universal, and makes 
possible a bigger community. In one sense there cannot be a 
community which 1s larger than that represented by rationality, 
and the Greek brought rationality to its self-conscious expres- 
sion 4 In that same sense the gospel of Jesus brought defnitely 
to expression the attitude of netghborliness to which anyone 
could appeal, and provided the soil out of which could arise a 
universal religion. That which Js fine and admirable 1s universal 
—although 1t may be true that the actual society in which the 
universality can get 1ts expression has not arisen. 

Politically, America has, in a certain sense, given universality 
to what we term “‘self-government”’ The social organization 
of the Middle Ages existed under feudalism and craft guilds. 
The immediate social organizations in which there was self- 
government were all particular provisional guilds or particular 
communities What has happened in America is that we have 
generalized the principle of self-government so that it 1s the 
essential agency of political control of the whole community 
If that type of control 1s made possible there 1s theoretically no 
limit to the size of the community. In that sense alone would 

4 Plato held that the city-state was the besr—if not, indecd, the only practicable or 
feasible—type of state or social organization, and Aristotle agreed According to Plato, 
moreover, the complete soctal isolation of any one city-state from the rest of the world 
was desirable Aristotle, on the other hand, did recognize the necessity for social inter- 
relations among different city-states, or between any one city-state and the rest of the 
civilized world, but he could not discover a general principle in terms of which those 
interrelations could be determined without disastrously damaging or vitiating the polict- 
cal and social structure of the city-state itself, and this scructure he wished, as did 
Plato, to preserve That 1s to say, he was unable to get hold of a fundamental prin. 
ciple in terms of which the social and political organization of the Greek city-state could 
be generalized to apply to the interrelations between several such states within a single 
social whole, like the Alexandrian empire, in which they were all included as units, 
or to apply to that soctal whole or empire itself, and especially to apply to such a social 
whole or empire even if st did not contain city-states as its units If we are night, this 
fundamental principle which he was unable to discover was simply the principle of 
social integration and organization in terms of rational selves, and of their reflection, th 


their respective organized structures, of the patterns of orgamed social behavior in 
which they are involved and to which they owe their existence 
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political bigness become an expression of the achievement of the 
community itself. 


DEMOCRACY AND UNIVERSALITY IN SOCIETY 


There is in human society a untversality that expresses it. 
self very early in two different ways—one on the religious side 
and the other on the economic side These processes as social 
processes are universal. They provide ends which any form that 
makes use of the same medium of communication can enter 
upon. If a gorilla could bring cocoanuts and exchange them in 
some sort of market for something he might concetvably want, 
he would enter into the economic social organization in its 
widest phase. All that is necessary is that the animal should be 
able to utilize that method of communication which involves, 
as we have seen, the existence of a self. On the other hand, any 
individual that can regard himself as a member of a society in 
which he is—to use a familiar phrase—a neighbor of the other, 
also belongs to such a universal group. These religious and eco- 
nomic expressions of untversality we find developing in one 
form or another in the Roman Empire, in India, and in China. 
Tn the outgrowth of the Empire into Christianity we find a form 
of propaganda tssuing in the deliberate attempt to organize 
this sort of universal society. 

Tf evolution 1s to take place in such a society, it would take 
place between the different organtzations, so to speak, within 
this Jarger organism. There would not simply be a competition 
of different societies with each other, but competition would lie 
in the relationship of this or that society to the organization of a 
universal society. In the case of the universal religions we have 
such forms as that of the Mohammedan, which undertook by 
the force of the sword to wipe out all other forms of society, and 
so found itself in opposition to other communities which tt under- 
took either to annthilate or to subordinate to itself. On the 
other hand, we have the propaganda represented by Christian- 
ity and Buddhism, which merely undertook to bring the various 
individuals into a certain spiritual group in which they would 
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recognize themselves as members of one society. This under- 
taking inevitably bound itself up with the political structure, 
especially in the case of Christianity, and back of that hes the 
assumption, which found its expression in missionary under- 
takings, that this social principle, this recognition of the broth- 
erhood of men, is the basis for a universal society. 

If we look at the economic proceedings, there 1s no such prop- 
aganda as this, no assumption of a single economic society that 
is undertaking to establish itself An economic society defines 
itself in so far as one individual may trade with others, and then 
the very processes themselves go on integrating, bringing a 
closer and closer relationship between communities which may 
be definitely opposed to each other politically The more com- 
plete economic texture appears in the development of trading 
itself and the development of a financial medium by means of 
‘which such trading 1s carried on, and there 1s an inevitable ad- 
justment of the production in one community to the needs of 
the international economic community. There is a development 
which starts with the lowest sort of universal society and in 
which the original abstractness gives way to a more and more 
concrete social organization. From both of these standpoints 
there 1s a universal society that includes the whole human race, 
and into which all can so far enter into relationship with others 
through the medium of communication. They can recognize 
others as members, and as brothers. 

Such communities are inevitably universal in their charac- 
ter. The processes expressed in the universal religion inevitably 
carry with them that of the logical community represented by 
the untverse of discourse, a community based simply on the 
ability of all individuals to converse with each other through 
use of the same significant symbols. Language provides a uni- 
versal community which 1s something like the economic com- 
munity. It 1s there in so far as there are common symbols that 
can be utilized We see such symbols in the bare signs by means 
of which savage tribes who do not speak the same language can 
communicate. They find some common language in the use of 
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the fingers, or in symbolic drawings. They attain some sort of 
ability to communicate, and such a process of communication 
has the tendency to bring the different individuals into closer 
relationship with each other. The linguistic process is in one 
sense more abstract than the economic process. The economic 
process, starting off with bare exchange, turns over the surplus 
of one individual in return for the surplus of another individual, 
Such processes reflect back at once to the process of production 
and more or less inevitably stimulate that sort of production 
which leads to profitable exchange. When we come to bare in- 
tercourse on the basis of significant symbols, the process by it. 
self perhaps does not tend to such an integration, but this proc. 
ess of communication will carry or tend to carry with it the very 
processes in which it has served as a medium. 

A petson learns a new language and, as we say, gets a new 
soul. He puts himself into the attitude of those that make use 
of that language He cannot read its literature, cannot converse 
with those that belong to that community, without taking on 
its peculiar attitudes. He becomes in that sense a different in- 
dividual. You cannot convey a language as a pure abstraction; 
you inevitably in some degree convey also the life that lies 
behind it. And this result builds itself into relationship with the 
organized attitudes of the individual who gets this language and 
inevitably brings about a readjustment of views. A community 
of the Western world with its different nationalities and dif- 
ferent languages 1s a community in which there will be a con- 
tinued interplay of these different groups with each other. 
One nation cannot be taken simply by itself, but only in its 
relationship to the other groups which belong to the larger 
whole. 

The universe of discourse which deals simply with the highest 
abstractions opens the door for the interrelationship of the dif- 
ferent groups in their different characters. The universe of dis- 
course within which people can express themselves makes pos- 
sible the bringing-together of those organized attitudes which 
represent the life of these different communities into such rela- 
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tionship that they can lead to a higher organization. The very 
universality of the processes which belong to human society, 
whether looked at from the point of view of religion or trading 
or logical thinking, at least opens the door to a universal society, 
and, in fact, these tendencies all express themselves where 
the social development has gone far enough to make it pos- 
sible. 

The political expression of this growth of universality in so- 
ciety 1s signalized in the dominance of one group over other 
groups. The earliest expression of this 1s in the empires of the 
valleys of the Nile, the Tigris, and the Euphrates. Different com- 
munities came in competition with each other, and in such com- 
petition is found a condition for the development of the empire 
There ts not simply the conflict of one tribe with another which 
undertakes to wipe out the other, but rather that sort of conflict 
which leads to the dominance of one group over another by the 
maintenance of the other group. It 1s of importance to notice 
this difference when it signalizes the expression of self-conscious- 
ness reached through a realization of one’s self in others. In a 
moment of hostility or fierce anger the individual or the com- 
munity may seek simply to wipe out itsenemies But the domi- 
nant expression in terms of the self has been, even on the part of 
a militaristic society, rather that of subjection, of a realization 
of the self in its superiority to and exploitation of the other. 
This attitude of mind 1s an entirely different attitude from that 
of the mere wiping-out of one’s enemies. There 1s, from this 
point of view at least, a definite achievement on the part of the 
individual of a higher self in his overcoming of the other and 
holding the other in subjection 

The sense of national prestige 1s an expression of that self. 
respect which we tend to preserve in the maintenance of superi- 
ority over other people. One does get the sense of one’s self by 
a certain feeling of superiority to others, and that this ts funda- 
mental in the development of the self was recognized by Wundt. 
It is an attitude which passes over, under what we consider 
higher conditions, into the just recognition of the capacity of 
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the indrvidual in his own fields The superiority which the per. 
son now has is not a superiority over the other, but is grounded 
in that which he can do 1n relation to the functions and capacity 
of others. The development of the expert who ts superiot in the 
performance of his functions 1s of a quite different character 
from the superiority of the bully who simply realizes himself in 
his ability to subordinate somebody to himself The person who 
is competent in any particular field has a superiority which be. 
longs to that which he himself can do and which perhaps some. 
one else cannot do It gives him a definite position in which he 
can realize himself in the community. He does not realize him- 
self in his simple superiority to someone else, but 1n the func- 
tion which he can carry out, and in so far as he can carry 1t out 
better than anyone else he gets a sense of prestige which we rec- 
ognize as legitimate, as ovet against the othe: form of self. 
assertion which from the standpoint of our highest sense of so- 
cial standards ts felt to be wlegitimate. 

Communities may stand 1n this same kind of relation to each 
other There is the sense of pride of the Roman tn his adminis- 
trative capacity as well as in his martial power, in his capacity 
to subjugate all the people around the Mediterranean world and 
to administer them. The first attitude was that of subjugation, 
and then came the administrative attitude which was more of 
the type to which I have already referred as that of functional 
superiority, It was that which Virgil expressed in his demand 
that the Roman should realize that in his ruling he was pos- 
sessed with the capacity for administration. This capacity made 
the Roman Empire entirely different from the earlier empires, 
which carried nothing but brute strength behind them The 
passage in that case is from a sense of political supetiority and 
prestige expressed in a power to crush, over into a power to di- 
rect a social undertaking in which there 1s a larger co-operative 
activity. The political expression starts off with a bare self- 
assertion, coupled with a military attitude, which leads to the 
wiping-out of the other, but which leads on, or may lead on, to 
the development of a higher community, where dominance takes 
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the form of administration, Concervably, there may appear a 
larger international community than the empire, organized in 
terms of function rather than of force 

The bringing-together of the attitude of universal religion on 
the one hand and the widening political development on the 
other has been given 1ts widest expression in democracy. There 
is, of course, a democracy such as that of the Greek cities in 
which the control ts simply the control of the masses in their op- 
position to certain economically and politically powerful classes, 
There are, in fact, various forms of democratic government; but 
democracy, in the sense here relevant, 13 an attitude which de. 
pends upon the type of self which goes with the untversal rela- 
tions of brotherhood, however that be reached. It received its 
expression in the French Revolution in the conception of frater- 
nity and union. Every individual was to stand on the same level 
with every other This conception 1s one which received tts first 
expression in the universal religions If carried over into the 
field of politics, it can get its expression only tn such a form as 
that of democracy, and the doctrine that lies behind it is very 
largely Rousseau’s conception, as found 1n the Social Contact 

The assumption there is of a society in which the individual 
maintains himself as a citizen only to the degree that he recog- 
nizes the rights of everyone else to belong to the same commu- 
nity With such a universality, such a uniformity of interests, 
it would be possible for the masses of the community to take the 
attitude of the sovereign while he also took the attitude of the 
subjects. If the will of each one was the will of all, then the re- 
lationship of subject and sovereign could be embodied 1m all the 
different individuals. We get what Rousseau referred to as the 
“general will of the community” only when as a man Is able to 
realize himself by recognizing others as belonging to the same 
political organization as himself. 

s If you can make your demand universal, tf your right 1s one that carnes with it a 
corresponding abligation, then you recognize the same right 1n everyone else, and vou 
can give a law, so to speak, in the terms of all the community So there can be a general 


will in terms of the individual because everyone else 15 expressing the same thing There 
then arsses a community in which everyone can be both sovereign and subject, sovereign 
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That conception of democracy is in itself as universal as re. 
ligion, and the appearance of this political movement was es. 
sentially religious in so far as it had the gospel of Rousseau be. 
hind it. It proceeded also with a sense of propaganda. It un- 
dertook to overthrow the old organization of society and sub- 
stitute its own form of society in its place In that sense these 
two factors—one the dominance of the individual or group over 
other groups, the other the sense of brotherhood and identity 
of different individuals in the same group—came together in 
the democratic movement, and together they inevitably imply 
a universal society, not only in a religious sense, but ultimately 
in a political sense as well. This gets an expression in the League 
of Nations, where every community recognizes every other com- 
munity in the very process of asserting itself, The smallest com- 
munity is 1n a position to express itself just because it recognizes 
the right of every other nation to do the same. 

What is involved in the development of a universal society 
is Just such a functional organization as we find in economic 
development. The economic development is one which starts 
off on the basis of the exchange. You offer what you do not want 
in exchange for something which another does not want. That 
is abstract. But after you find you can produce something you 
do not want and exchange it for something you want, you stimu- 
late by that action a functional development. You are stimu- 
lating one group to produce this and another to produce that; 
and you are also controlling the economic process, because one 
will not continue to produce more than can be offered in ex- 
change on the market. The sort of thing ultimately produced 
will be that which answers to the demand of the customer. In 
the resulting functional organization one develops an economic 
personality of a certain sort which has its own sense of supertor- 
ity but which 1s used in the carrying-out of its particular func- 
tion in relation to the others in the group. There can be a self- 


in. so far as he asserts hts own rights and recognizes them in others, and subject in that 
he obeys the laws which he himself makes (1927). 
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consciousness based on the ability to manufacture something 
better than anybody else; but it can maintain its sense of su- 
periority only when it adjusts itself to the community that 
needs the products in this process of interchange In such a situ- 
ation there is a tendency toward functional development, a 
functional development which may take place even in the politi- 
cal domain. 

It might seem that the functional aspect 1s contradictory to 
the ends of democracy in so far as it considers the individual in 
relation to a whole and in that way ignores the individual, and 
that, accordingly, real democracy must express itself more in 
the tone of the religious attitude and in making secondary the 
functional aspect. If we go back to the ideal of democracy as 
presented 1n the French Revolution, we do reach just such a sort 
of conflict There you have recognition of quality, you demand 
in yourself what you recognize in others, and that does provide 
the basis for a social structure But when you consider the func- 
tional expression of that time there is not the same sort of equal- 
ity. However, equality in a functional sense 1s possible, and I 
do not see any reason why it should not carry with it as deep a 
sense of the realization of the other in one’s self as the religtous 
attitude. A physician who through his superior skill can save 
the life of an individual can realize himself in regard to the per- 
son he has benefited. I see no reason why this functional atti- 
tude should not express itself in the realization of one’s self in 
the other. The basis of spiritual expression is the ability to real- 
ize one’s self in the many, and that certainly 1s reached in the 
social organization. It seems to me that the apparent conflict 
under consideration refers to the abstract and preliminary de- 
velopment of the functional organization. Until that functional 
organization 1s fully carried out, there 1s the opportunity for ex- 
ploitation of the individual; but with the full development of 
such organization we should get a higher spiritual expression in 
which the individual realizes himself in others through that 


which he does as peculiar to himself.® 


6 (For a discussion of pragmatism in relation to the American scene see “The Phi- 
losophies of Rovce, James, and Dewey in their American Setting,” International Your- 
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CONFLICT AND INTEGRATION 


I have been emphasizing the continued integration of the 
social process, and the psychology of the self which underlies 
and makes possible this process. A word now as to the factore 
of conflict and disintegration. In the baseball game there are 
competing individuals who want to get into the limelight, but 
this can only be attained by playing the game Those condj. 
tions do make a certain sort of action necessary, but inside of 
them there can be all sorts of jealously competing individuals 
who may wreck the team There seems to be abundant oppor. 
tunity for disorganization in the organization essential to the 
team. This is so to a much larger degree in the economic Proc. 
ess. There has to be distribution, markets, mediums of ex. 
change; but within that field all kinds of competition and dis. 
organizations are possible, since there is an “I” as well] as a 
“me” in every case 

Historical conflicts start, as a rule, with a community which 
is socially pretty highly organized. Such conflicts have to arise 
between different groups where there is an attitude of hostility 
to others involved. But even here a wider social organization is 
usually the result, there 1s, for instance, an appearance of the 
tribe over against the clan. It ts a larger, vaguer Organization 
but still it is there. This 1s the sort of situation we have at éhe 
present time, over against the potential hostility of nations to 
each other, they recognize themselves as forming some sort of 
community, as in the League of Nations. 

The fundamental socio-phystological impulses or behavior 
tendencies which are common to all human individuals, which 
lead those individuals collectively to enter or form themselves 
into organized societies or social communities, and which con. 
stitute the ultimate basis of those societies or social commun). 
ties, fall, from the social point of view, into two main classes: 
those which lead to social co-operation, and those which lead to 


nal of Ethics, XL (1930), 211  , for historical genesis of pragmatism, see Movemens, of 
Thought 1n the Nineteenth Century | 
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social antagonism among individuals; those which give rise to 
friendly attitudes and relations, and those which give rise to 
hostile attitudes and relations, among the human individuals 
implicated in the social situations. We have used the term ‘‘so- 
cial” in its broadest and strictest sense, but in that quite com- 
mon narrower sense, in which it bears an ethical connotation, 
only the fundamental physiological human impulses or behavior 
tendencies of the former class (those which are friendly, or which 
make for friendliness and co-operation among the individuals 
motivated by them) are “social” or lead to “social” conduct; 
whereas those impulses or behavior tendencies of the latter class 
(those which are hostile, or which make for hostility and antag- 
onism among the individuals motivated by them) are ‘ant 
social” or lead to “anti-social” conduct. Now 1t is true that the 
latter class of fundamental impulses or behavior tendencies in 
human beings are “anti-social” in so far as they would, by them- 
selves, be destructive of all human social organization, or could 
not, alone, constitute the basis of any organized human society; 
yet in the broadest and strictest non-ethical sense they are ob- 
viously no less social than are the former class of such impulses 
or behavior tendencies. They are equally common to, or univer- 
gal among, all human individuals, and, if anything, are more 
easily and immediately aroused by the appro priate social stimu- 
li; and as combined or fused with, and in a sense controlled by, 
the former impulses or behavior tendencies, they are just as 
basic to all human social organization as are the former, and 
play a hardly less necessary and significant part in that social 
organization itself and in the determination of its genera) char- 
acter Consider, for example, from among these “hostile” hu- 
man impulses or attitudes, the functioning or expression or oper- 
ation of those of self-protection and self-preservation in the or- 
ganization and organized activities of any given human society 
or social community, let us say, of a modern state or nation. 
Human individuals realize or become aware of themselves as 
such, almost more easily and readily in terms of the social at- 
titudes connected or associated with these two “hostile” im- 
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pulses (or in terms of these two impulses as expressed in these 
attitudes) than they do in terms of any other social attitudes or 
behavior tendencies as expressed by those attitudes, Within the 
social organization of a state or nation the “anti-social” effects 
of these two impulses are curbed and kept under control by the 
legal system which is one aspect of that organization; these two 
impulses are made to constitute the fundamental principles in 
terms of which the economic system, which is another aspect of 
that organization, operates; as combined and fused with, and 
organized by means of the ‘‘friendly” human impulses—the 1m- 
pulses leading to social co-operation among the individuals in- 
volved in that organization—they are prevented from giving 
rise to the friction and enmity among those individuals which 
would otherwise be their natural consequence, and which would 
be fatally detrimental to the existence and well-being of that 
organization; and having thus been made to enter as integral 
elements into the foundations of that organization, they are 
utilized by that organization as fundamental impulsive forces 
in its own further development, or they serve as a basis for so- 
cial progress within its relational framework. Ordinarily, their 
most obvious and concrete expression or manifestation in that 
organization lies in the attitudes of rivalry and competition 
which they generate inside the state or nation as a whole, among 
different socially functional subgroups of individuals—sub- 
groups determined (and especially economically determined) by 
that organization; and these attitudes serve definite social ends 
or purposes presupposed by that organization, and constitute 
the motives of functionally necessary social activities within 
that organization. But self-protective and self-preservational 
human impulses also express or manifest themselves indirectly 
in that organization, by giving rise through their association in 
that organization with the “friendly” human impulses, to one 
of the primary constitutive ideals or principles or motives of 
that organization—namely, the affording of social protection, 
and the lending of social assistance, to the individual by the 
state in the conduct of his hfe, and by enhancing the efficacy, 
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for the purposes of that organization, of the “friendly” human 
impulses with a sense or realization of the possibility and desir- 
ability of such organized social protection and assistance to the 
individual. Moreover, in any special circumstances in which the 
state or nation 1s, as a whole, confronted by some danger com- 
mon to all its individual members, they become fused with the 
“friendly” human impulses in those individuals, in such a way 
as to strengthen and intensify in those individuals the sense of 
organized social union and co-operative social interrelationship 
among them in terms of the state; in such circumstances, so far 
from constituting forces of disintegration or destruction within 
the social organization of the state or nation, they become, in- 
directly, the principles of increased socia) unity, coherence, and 
co-ordination within that organization. In time of war, for ex- 
ample, the self-protective impulse 1n all the individual members 
of the state 1s unitedly directed against their common enemy 
and ceases, for the time being, to be directed among themselves, 
the attitudes of rivalry and competition which that impulse 
ordinarily generates between the different smaller, socially func- 
tional groups of those individuals within the state are temporart- 
ly broken down; the usual social barriers between these groups 
are likewise removed, and the state presents a united front to 
the given common danger, or is fused into a single unity in 
terms of the common end shared by, or reflected in, the respec- 
tive consciousnesses of all its individual members. It 1s upon 
these war-time expressions of the self-protective impulse tn all 
the individual members of the state or nation that the general 
efficacy of national appeals to patriotism 1s chiefly based. 
Further, in those social sttuations in which the individual self 
feels dependent for his continuation or continued existence upon 
the rest of the members of the given social group to which he 
belongs, it is true that no feeling of superiority on his part 
toward those other members of that group is necessary to his 
continuation or continued existence. But in those social situa- 
ttons in which he cannot, for the time being, integrate his social 
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relations with other individual selves into a common, unitary 
pattern (i.e. into the behavior pattern of the organized society 
or social community to which he belongs, the social behavior 
pattern that he reflects in his self-structure and that constitutes 
this structure), there ensues, temporarily (1.e., until he can so 
integrate his social relations with other individual selves), an 
attitude of hostility, of “latent opposition,” on his part toward 
the organized society or social community of which he is a 
member; and during that time the given individual self must 
“callin” or rely upon the feeling of superiority toward that so. 
ciety or social community, or toward its other individual mem- 
bers, in order to buoy himself up and “keep himself going” as 
such. We always present ourselves to ourselves in the most fa- 
vorable light possible; but since we all have the job of keeping 
ourselves going, it 1s quite necessary that if we are to keep our- 
selves going we should thus present ourselves to ourselves. 

A highly developed and organized human soctety 1s one in 
which the individual members are interrelated in a multiphicity 
of different intricate and complicated ways whereby they all 
share a number of common social tnterests,—interests in, or for 
the betterment of, the society—and yet, on the other hand, are 
more ot less in conflict relative to numerous other interests 
which they possess only individually, or else share with one 
another only in small and limited groups, Conflicts among in- 
dividuals in a highly developed and organized human society 
are not mere conflicts among their respective primitive impulses 
but are conflicts among their respective selves or personalities, 
each with its definite social structure—highly complex and or- 
ganized and unified—and each with a number of different soctal 
facets or aspects, a number of different sets of social attitudes 
constituting it. Thus, within such a society, conflicts arise be- 
tween different aspects or phases of the same individual self 
(conflicts leading to cases of split personality when they are ex- 
treme or violent enough to be psychopathological), as well as 
between different individual selves. And both these types of 1n- 
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dividual conflict are settled or terminated by reconstructions of 
the particular social situations, and modifications of the given 
framework of social relationships, wherein they arise or occur 
in the general human social life-process—these reconstructions 
and modifications being performed, as we have said, by the 
minds of the individuals in whose expertence or between whose 
selves these conflicts take place 

Mind, as constructive or reflective or problem-solving think- 
ing, is the soctally acquired means or mechanism or apparatus 
whereby the human individual solves the various problems of 
environmental adjustment which arise to confront him in the 
course of his experience, and which prevent his conduct from 
proceeding harmoniously on its way, until they have thus been 
dealt with. And mind or thinking 1s also—as possessed by the 
individual members of human soctety—the means or mechanism 
or apparatus whereby social reconstruction 1s effected or ac- 
complished by these individuals For it is their possession of 
minds or powers of thinking which enables human individuals 
to turn back critically, as it were, upon the organized social 
structure of the society to which they belong (and from their 
relations to which their minds are in the first instance derived), 
and to reorganize or reconstruct or modify that social structure 
to a greater or less degree, as the exigencies of social evolution 
from time to time require. Any such social reconstruction, if it 1s 
to be at all far-reaching, presupposes a basis of common social 
interests shared by all the individual members of the given hu- 
man soctety in which that reconstruction occurs; shared, that 
1s, by all the individuals whose minds must participate in, of 
whose minds bring about, that reconstruction. And the way in 
which any such social reconstruction 1s actually effected by the 
minds of the individuals involved is by a more or less abstract 
intellectual extension of the boundaries of the given society to 
which these individuals all belong, and which ts undergoing the 
reconstruction—an extension resulting in a larger social whole 
in terms of which the social conflicts that necessitate the recon- 
struction of the given society are harmonized or reconciled, and 
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by reference to which, accordingly, these conflicts can be solyed 
or eliminated.’ 

The changes that we make in the social order 1n which we are 
implicated necessarily involve our also making changes in our- 
selves The social conflicts among the individual members of a 
given organized human society, which, for their removal, neces. 
sitate conscious or intelligent reconstructions and modsfications 
of that society by those individuals, also and equally necessitate 
such reconstructions or modifications by those individuals of 
their own selves or personalities Thus the relations between 
social reconstruction and self or personality reconstruction are 
reciprocal and internal or organic, social reconstruction by the 
individual members of any organized human society entails self 
or personality reconstruction in some degree or other by each of 
these individuals, and vice versa, for, since their selves or per- 
sonalities are constituted by their organized social relations to 
one another, they cannot reconstruct those selves or personali- 
ties without also reconstructing, to some extent, the given social 
order, which 1s, of course, likewise constituted by their organized 
social relations to one another. In both types of reconstruction 
the same fundamental material of organized social relations 
among human individuals 1s involved, and is simply treated in 
different ways, or from different angles or points of view, in the 
two cases, respectively, or in short, social reconstruction and 
self or personality reconstruction are the two sides of a single 
process—the process of human social evolution. Human social 
progress involves the use by human individuals of their socially 
derived mechanism of self-consciousness, both in the effecting 
of such progressive social changes, and also in the development 

7 [he reflexive character of self-consciousness enables the individual to contemplate 
himself as a whole, his ability to take the social attitudes of other individuals and also 
of the generalized other toward himself, within the given organized society of which he 
is a member, makes possible his bringing himself, as an objective whole, within his own 
experiential purview, and thus he can consciously integrate and unify the various 
aspects of his self, to form a single consistent and coherent and organized personality 
Moreover, by the same means, he can undertake and effect intelligent reconstructions 


‘of that self or personality in terms of its relations to the given social order, whenever the 
exigencies of adaptation to his social environment demand such reconstructions 
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of their individual selves or personalities in such a way as adap- 
tively to keep pace with such social reconstruction. 

Ultimately and fundamentally societies develop in complexity 
of organization only by means of the progressive achievement of 
greater and greater degrees of functional, behaviorstic differ- 
entiation among the individuals who constitute them, these 
functional, behavioristic differentiations among the individual 
members implying or presupposing initial oppositions among 
them of individual needs and ends, oppositions which in terms 
of social organization, however, are or have been transformed 
into these differentiations, or into mere specializations of social. 
ly functional individual behavior. 

The human social ideal—the ideal or ultimate goal of human 
social progress—is the attainment of a universal human society 
in which all human individuals would possess a perfected social 
intelligence, such that all social meanings would each be simi- 
larly reflected in their respective individual consciousnesses— 
such that the meanings of any one individual’s acts or gestures 
(as realized by him and expressed in the structure of his self, 
through his ability to take the social attitudes of other individu- 
als toward himself and toward their common social ends or 
purposes) would be the same for any other individual whatever 
who responded to them. 

The interlocking interdependence of human individuals upon 
one another within the given organized social |1fe-process in 
which they are all involved 1s becoming more and more intricate 
and closely knit and highly organized as human social evolution 
proceeds on its course. The wide difference, for example, be- 
tween the feudal civilization of medieval times, with its rela- 
tively loose and disintegrated social organization, and the na- 
tional civilization of modern times, with its relatively tight and 
integrated social organization (together with its trend of de- 
velopment toward some form of international civilization), ex- 
hibits the constant evolution of human social orgamization in 
the direction of greater and greater relational unity and com- 
plexity, more and more closely knit interlocking and inte- 
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grated unifying of all the social relations of interdependence 
which constitute it and which hold among the individuals in- 
volved in it. 


OBSTACLES AND PROMISES IN THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE IDEAL SOCIETY 


We have presented the self from the side of experience; it 
arises through co-opet ative activity; 1t is made possible through 
the identical reactions of the self and others. In so far ag the 
individual can call out in his own nature these organized re- 
sponses and so take the attitude of the other toward himself, he 
can develop self-consciousness, a reaction of the organism to 
itself. On the other hand, we have seen that an essential mo- 
ment in this process is the response of the individual to this re- 
action which does contain the organized group, that which is 
common to all, that which 1s called the ‘‘me ” If individuals are 
so distinguished from each other that they cannot identify 
themselves with each other, if there 1s not a common basis, 
then there cannot be a whole self present on either side. 

Such a distinction, for example, does lie between the infant 
and the human society in which he enters. He cannot have the 
whole self-consciousness of the adult; and the adult finds it 
difficult, to say the least, to put himself into the attitude of the 
child. That is not, however, an impossible thing, and our de- 
velopment of modern education rests on this possibility of the 
adult finding a common basis between himself and the child Go 
back into the literature in which children are introduced in the 
sixteenth, seventeenth, and even eighteenth centuries, and you 
find children treated as little adults; the whole attitude toward 
them from the point of view of morals, as well as training, was 
that they were adults who were somewhat deficient and needed 
to be disciplined in order to get them into the proper attitude. 
That which they were to learn was to be brought to them in the 
form in which an adult makes use of the knowledge. It was not 
until the last century that there was a definite undertaking on 
the part of those interested 1n the education of children to enter 
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into the experience of the child and to regard it with any respect. 
Even in the society erected on the basis of castes there are 
some common attitudes, but they are very restricted in num- 
ber, and as they are restricted they cut down the possibility of 
the full development of the self. What is necessary under those 
circumstances to get such a self is a withdrawal from that caste 
order. The medieval period in which there was a definite caste 
organization of society, with serfs, overlords, and ecclesiastical 
distinctions, presents a situation in which the attainment of 
membership 1n the spiritual community required the withdraw- 
al of the individual from the society as ordered in the caste 
fashion. Such is at least a partial explanation of the cloistered 
Ife, and of asceticism. The same thing 1s revealed in the devel- 
opment of saints in other communities who withdraw from the 
social order, and get back to some sort of a society in which 
these castes as such are mediated or absent. The development of 
the democratic community implies the removal of castes as es- 
sential to the personality of the individual; the individual 1s not 
to be what he is in his specific caste or group set over against 
other groups, but his distinctions are to be distinctions of func- 
tional difference which put him in relationship with others in- 
stead of separating him 3 
The caste distinction of the early warrior class was one which 
separated its members from the community. Their characters 
as soldiers differentiated them from the other members of the 
community; they were what they were because they were es- 
§ fn so far as spectalization 1s normal and helpful, it mcreasea concrete soctal rela- 
tions Differences in occupation do not themselves build up castes The caste has 
arisen through the tmportation of the outsider into the group, just as the animal ss 
brought i, when through the conception of property he can be made useful The ele- 
ment of hastility toward the person outside the group 13 essential to the development of 
the caste Caste in India arose out of conquest It always involves the group enemy, 
when that has been imported into the group, so that J should not myself agree with 
Cooley that hereditary transmigsion of differentiated occupation produces castes 
The caste system breaks down as the human reJations become more conctete 
Slaves pass over into serfs, peasants, artisans, citizens In all these stages you have an 
increase of relations In the ideal condition separation from the point of view of caste 


will become soctal function from the point of view of the group, .. Democratic con 
sciousness 1s generated by differences of functions (1912). 
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sentially different from others. Their activity separated them 
from the community. They even preyed upon the community 
which they were supposed to be defending, and would do s0 1n- 
evitably because their activity was essentially a fighting activity, 
With the development of the national army which took place 
at the beginning of the nineteenth century, there was the pos- 
sibility of everyone’s being a warrior, so that the man who was 
a fighting man was still a person who could identify himself with 
the other members of the community; he had their attitudes and 
they had the attitude of the fighting man. Thus the normal rela. 
tionship between the fighting man and the rest of the communi- 
ty was one which bound people together, integrated the army 
and the body of the state, instead of separating them. The same 
progression is found tn the other castes, such as the governing 
as over against thegoverned, an essential difference which made 
it impossible for the individual of that particular group to 1den- 
tify himself with the others, or the others to identify themselves 
with htm The democratic order undertakes to wipe that dif 
ference out and to make everyone a sovereign and everyone a 
subject One 1s to be a subject to the degree that he 1s a sover- 
eign, Heis to undertake to administer rights and maintain them 
only in so far as he recognizes those mghts in others. And so one 
might go on through other caste divisions. 

Ethical ideas, within any given human soctety, arise in the 
consciousness of the individual members of that society from 
the fact of the common social dependence of all these individuals 
upon one another (or from the fact of the common social de- 
pendence of each one of them upon that society as a whole or 
upon all the rest of them), and from their awareness or sensing 
or conscious realization of this fact. But ethical problems arise 
for individual members of any given human society whenever 
they are individually confronted with a social situation to which 
they cannot readily adjust and adapt themselves, or in which 
they cannot easily realize themselves, or with which they cannot 
immediately integrate their own behavior, and the feeling in 
them which is concomitant with their facing and solution of 
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such problems (which are essentially problems of social adjust- 
ment and adaptation to the interests and conduct of other indi- 
viduals) is that of self-supertority and temporary opposition to 
other indtviduals. In the case of ethical problems, our social 
relationships with other individual members of the grven human 
society to which we belong depend upon our opposition to them, 
rather than, as 1n the case of the development or formulation of 
ethical ideals, upon our unity, co-operation, and identification 
with them. Every human individual must, to behave ethically, 
integrate himself with the pattern of organized social behavior 
which, as reflected or prehended in the structure of his self, 
makes him a self-conscious personality Wrong, evil, or sinful 
conduct on the part of the individual runs counter to this pat- 
tern of organized social behavior which makes him, as a self, 
what he 1s, just as right, good, or virtuous behavior accords 
with this pattern; and this fact is the basis of the profound 
ethical feeling of conscience—of “ought” and “ought not”— 
which we all have, in varying degrees, respecting our conduct in 
given social situations. The sense which the individual self has 
of his dependence upon the organized society or social com- 
munity to which he belongs 1s the basis and origin, 1n short, of 
his sense of duty (and in general of his ethical consciousness); 
and ethical and unethical behavior can be defined essentially 
in social terms: the former as behavior which is socially bene- 
ficial or conducive to the well-being of society, the latter as be- 
havior which is socially harmful or conducive to the disruption 
of society. From another point of view, ethical ideals and 
ethical problems may be considered in terms of the conflict be- 
tween the social and the asocial (the impersonal and the per- 
sonal) sides or aspects of the individual self. The social or im- 
personal aspect of the self integrates 1t with the social group to 
which it belongs and to which it owes 1ts existence; and this side 
of the self is characterized by the individual’s feeling of co- 
operation and equality with the other members of that soctal 
sroup. The asocial or personal aspect of the self (which, never- 
theless, is also and equally social, fundamentally in the sense of 
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being socially derived or originated and of existentially involy. 
ing social relations with other individuals, as much as the im. 
personal aspect of the self 1s and does), on the other hand, 
differentiates 1t from, or sets it in distinctive and unique oppogi. 
tion to, the other members of the social group to which it be. 
longs, and this side of the self 1s characterized by the indi. 
vidual’s feeling of superiority toward the other members of that 
group. The “social” aspect of human society—which is simply 
the social aspect of the selves of all individual members taken 
collectively—with its concomitant feelings on the parts of all 
these individuals of co-operation and social interdependence, js 
the basis for the development and existence of ethical ideals in 
that society, whereas the “‘asocial” aspect of human society— 
which 1s simply the asocial aspect of the selves of all indrvidual 
members taken collectrvely—with its concomitant feelings on 
the parts of all these individuals of individuality, self-superior- 
ity to other individual selves, and social independence, 1s re- 
sponsible for the rise of ethical problems in that society. These 
two basic aspects of each single individual self are, of course, 
responsible in the same way or at the same time for the de- 
velopment of ethical ideals and the rise of ethical problems in 
the individual’s own experience as opposed to the experience of 
human society as a whole, which is obviously nothing but the 
sum-total of the social experiences of all its individual members. 

Those social situations in which the tndrvidual finds tt 
easiest to integrate his own behavior with the behavior of the 
other individual selves are those in which all the individual par- 
ticipants are members of some one of the numerous socially 
functional groups of individuals (groups organized, respectively, 
for various special social ends and purposes) within the given 
human society as a whole; and in which he and they are acting 
in their respective capacities as members of this particular 
group. (Every individual member of any given human society, 
of course, belongs to a large number of such different functional 
groups.) On the other hand, those social situations in which 
the individual finds it most difficult to integrate his own be- 


Soctety 289 


havior with the behavior of others are those tn which he and 
they are acting as members, respectively, of two or more differ- 
ent socially functional groups: groups whose respective social 
purposes or interests are antagonistic or conflicting or widely 
separated. In social situations of the former general type each 
individual’s attitude toward the other individuals is essentially 
social; and the combination of all these social attitudes toward 
one another of the individuals represents, or tends to realize 
more or less completely, the ideal of any social situation respect- 
ing ofganization, unification, co-operation, and integration of 
the behavior of the several individuals involved. In any social 
situation of this general type the individual realizes himself as 
such in his relation to all the other members of the given socially 
functional group and realizes his own particular social function 
in its relations to the respective functions of all other individu- 
als. He takes or assumes the social attitudes of all these other 
individuals toward himself and toward one another, and inte- 
grates himself with that situation or group by controlling his 
own behavior or conduct accordingly; so that there is nothing 
in the least competitive or hostile in his relations with these 
other individuals. In social situations of the latter general type 
on the other hand, each individual’s attitude toward the other 
individuals is essentially asocial or hostile (though these atti- 
tudes are of course social in the fundamental non-ethical sense, 
and are socially derived); such situations are so complex that 
the various individuals involved in any one of them either can- 
not be brought into common social relations with one another 
at all or else can be brought into such relations only with great 
difficulty, after long and tortuous processes of mutual social 
adjustment; for any such situation lacks a common group or 
social interest shared by all the individuals—it has no one 
common social end or purpose characterizing 1t and serving to 
unite and co-ordinate and harmoniously interrelate the actions 
of all those individuals; instead, those individuals are moti- 
vated, in that situation, by several different and more or less 
confiicting social interests or purposes. Examples of social 
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situations of this general type are those involving interactions 
or relations between capital and labor, 1.e., those in which some 
of the individuals are acting in their socially functional capacity 
as members of the capitalistic class, which is one economic 
aspect of modern human social organization; whereas the other 
individuals are acting in their socially functional capacity as 
members of the laboring class, which 1s another (and 1n social 
interests directly opposed) economic aspect of that social organ- 
ization. Other examples of social situations of this general type 
are those in which the individuals involved stand in the eco- 
nomic relations to each other of producers and consumers, or 
buyers and sellers, and are acting in their respective socially 
functional capacities as such. But even the social situations of 
this general type (involving complex social antagonisms and di- 
versities of social interests among the individuals implicated in 
any one of them, and respectively lacking the co-ordinating, in- 
tegrating, unifying influence of common social ends and motives 
shared by those individuals), even these social situations, as 
occurring within the general human social process of experience 
and behavior, are definite aspects of or ingredients in the general 
relational pattern of that process as a whole. 

What is essential to the order of society in its fullest expres- 
sion on the basis of the theory of the self that we have been 
discussing 1s, then, an organization of common attitudes which 
shall be found in all individuals. It might be supposed that 
such an organization of attitudes would refer only to that ab- 
stract human being which could be found as identical 1n all 
members of society, and that that which 1s peculiar to the per- 
sonality of the indtvidual would disappear. The term “person- 
ality’ implies that the individual has certain common rights 
and values obtained in him and through him; but over and 
above that sort of social endowment of the individual, there is 
that which distinguishes him from anybody else, makes him 
what he ts. It is the most precious part of the individual, The 
question is whether that can be carried over into the social self 
or whether the social self shall simply embody those reactions 
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account we have given we ate not forced to accept the latter 
alternative. 

When one realizes himself, in that he distinguishes himself, he 
asserts himself over others in some peculiar situation which 
justifies him in maintaining himself over against them If he 
could not bring that peculiarity of himself into the common 
community, if 1t could not be recognized, if others could not 
take his attitude in some sense, he could not have appreciation 
in emotional terms, he could not be the very self he is trying to 
be. The author, the artist, must have his audience; it may be 
an audience that belongs to posterity, but there must be an 
audience. One has to find one’s self in his own individual crea- 
tion as appreciated by others; what the individual accomplishes 
must be something that is in itself social. So far as he is a self, 
he must be an organic part of the life of the community, and his 
contribution has to be something that 1s social It may be an 
ideal which he has discovered, but 1t has its value in the fact 
that it belongs to soctety. One may be somewhat ahead of his 
time, but that which he brings forward must belong to the life 
of the community to which he belongs. There is, then, a func- 
tional difference, but it must be a functional difference which 
can be entered into in some real sense by the rest of the com- 
munity Of course, there are cohtributions which some make 
that others cannot make, and there may be contributions which 
people cannot enter into; but those that go to make up the self 
are only those which can be shared. To do justice to the recog- 
nition of the uniqueness of an individual in social terms, there 
must be not only the differentiation which we do have in a 
highly organized society but a differentiation in which the atti- 
tudes involved can be taken by other members of the group. 

Take, for example, the labor movement. It is essential that 
the other members of the community shall be able to enter into 
the attitude of the laborer in his functions. It is the caste organ- 
ization, of course, which makes it impossible; and the develop- 
ment of the modern labor movement not only brought the 
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situation actually involved before the community but inevitably 
helped to break down the caste organization itself. The caste 
organization tended to separate in the selves the essential func- 
tions of the individuals so that one could not enter into the 
other. This does not, of course, shut out the possibility of some 
sort of social relationship; but any such relationship involves 
the possibility of the individual’s taking the attitude of the 
other individuals, and functional differentiation does not make 
that impossible. A member of the community Is not necessarily 
like other individuals because he is able to identify himself with 
them. He may be different. There can be a common content, 
common experience, without there being an identity of func. 
tion. A difference of functions does not preclude a common ex- 
perience; it is possible for the individual to put himself in the 
place of the other although his function 1s different from the 
other. It is that sort of functionally differentiated personality 
that I wanted to refer to as over against that which is simply 
common to all members of a community. 

There is, of course, a certain common set of reactions which 
belong to all, which are not differentiated on the soctal side but 
which get their expression in rights, uniformities, the common 
methods of action which characterize members of different com- 
munities, manners of speech, and so on. Distinguishable from 
those is the identity which is compatible with the difference of 
social functions of the individuals, illustrated by the capacity of 
the individual to take the part of the others whom he is affect- 
ing, the warrior putting himself in the place of those whom he 1s 
proceeding against, the teacher putting himself in the position 
of the child whom he 1s undertaking to instruct. That capacity 
allows for exhibiting one’s own peculiarities, and at the same 
time taking the attitude of the others whom he is himself affect- 
ing. It is possible for the individual to develop his own peculiari- 
ties, that which individual:zes him, and still be a member of a 
community, provided that he is able to take the attitude of 
those whom he affects. Of course, the degree to which that 
takes place varies tremendously, but a certain amount of it 1s 
essential to citizenship in the community. 
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One may say that the attainment of that functional differen- 
tiation and social participation in the full degree is a sort of 
ideal which lies before the human community. The present 
stage of it 1s presented tn the ideal of democracy. It ts often as- 
sumed that democracy 1s an order of society in which those per- 
sonalities which are sharply differentiated will be eliminated, 
that everything will be ironed down to a situation where every- 
one will be, as far as possible, like everyone else But of course 
that is not the implication of democracy: the implication of 
democracy 1s rather that the individual can be as highly de- 
veloped as lies within the possibilities of his own inheritance, 
and still can enter into the attitudes of the others whom he af- 
fects. There can still be leaders, and the community can rejoice 
in their attitudes just in so far as these superior individuals can 
themselves enter into the attitudes of the community which 
they undertake to lead. 

How far individuals can take the réles of other individuals in 
the community is dependent upon a number of factors. The 
community may in its size transcend the social organization, 
may go beyond the social organization which makes such tdenti- 
fication possible The most striking illustration of that is the 
economic community. This includes everybody with whom one 
can trade in any circumstances, but it represents a whole in 
which it would be next to tmpossible for all to enter into the 
attitudes of the others. The ideal communities of the universal 
religions ate communities which to some extent may be said to 
exist, but they imply a degree of tdentification which the actual 
organization of the community cannot realize We often find 
the existence of castes in a community which make it impossible 
for persons to enter into the attitude of other people although 
they are actually affecting and are affected by these other peo- 
ple The idea! of human society is one which does bring people 
so closely together in their interrelationships, so fully develops 
the necessary system of communication, that the individuals 
who exercise their own peculiar functions can take the attitude 
of those whom they affect. The development of communication 
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is not simply a matter of abstract ideas, but 1s a process of 
putting one’s self in the place of the other person’s attitude, 
communicating through significant symbols Remember that 
what ts essential to a significant symbol 1s that the gesture which 
affects others should affect the individual himself in the same 
way. It is only when the stimulus which one gives another 
Arouses in himself the same or like response that the symbols a 
significant symbol Human communication takes place through 
such significant symbols, and the problem is one of organizing a 
community which makes this possible. If that system of com- 
munication could be made theoretically perfect, the individual 
would affect himself as he affects others in every way That 
would be the ideal of communication, an ideal attained in 
logical discourse wherever it 1s understood. The meaning of 
that which 1s said 1s here the same to one as it 1s to everybody 
else. Universal discourse is then the formal ideal of communica- 
tion. If communication can be carried through and made per- 
fect, then there would exist the kind of democracy to which we 
have referred, in which each individual would carry just the 
response in himself that he knows he calls out in the community 
That is what makes communication 1n the significant sense the 
organizing process in the community. It 1s not simply a process 
of transferring abstract symbols, it 1s always a gesture in a 
social act which calls out in the individual himself the tendency 
to the same act that ts called out in others. 

What we call the ideal of a human society 1s approached in 
some sense by the economic society on the one side and by the 
universal religions on the other side, but 1t is not by any means 
fully realized Those abstractions can be put together in a single 
community of the democratic type. As democracy now exists, 
there is not this development of communication so that indt- 
viduals can put themselves into the attitudes of those whom 
they affect. There 1s a consequent leveling-down, and an undue 
recognition of that which 1s not only common but identtcal. 
The ideal of human society cannot exist as long as it is 1mpos- 
sible for individuals to enter into the attitudes of those whom 


bicn are affecting in the performance of their own peculiar func- 
ons, 


if 
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